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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
B ackground of the Study 
In 1952 the Departm en t of E du cational Adm in i s tration 
and Supervisi on of the Univ er s ity ot Tenn e s se e  undertook a 
coope rative re sea rch proje c t  with the S ou thern S tate s Cooper ­
at iv e Pr ogram in Edu c at ional Adm in is tr ation ( sin ce 1952 the 
nam e of the org an izat ion has been chang e d  to A s so ciate d  Prog ­
rams in E du ca t ional Adm ini s tra tion) . Gener ally spe ak ing , the 
cen tral aim of th� proje c t  was , and i s ,  the improvem en t  of 
e du c at ion al le ade rship· in the S outhern S ta te s  Reg ion . To be 
m ore spe cific ,  the aims of th e proje c t  at the University· of 
Tenne s se e  are pro b ably be s t  s tate d  in term s of i t s  or ig inal 
purpo se s .  
1 .  To validate some characteri s ti c s  of ( a) ef­
fe ctive. e du c ational adm in is tration and { b) e ffe c ­
tive s chool admin i stra tor s .  
2 .  To cre ate a pr ogram whi ch will be  effe.c ­
tiv e  in.deve loping de s irable cha racter i stic s  in 
e ducation al adm in i s tra tion. 
3 . To fur ther r ound out an d fill in the pa ttern 
of studie s of the S ou thern S tate s  Cooperative Pr og ­
r am in Edu cat ional Adm in istra ti on, whi ch are de ­
s igne d  to develop n ew in s ight s in the n ature of edu ­
c ational adm in i s tration, the charac teri s tic s of 
su c ce s sful  admin is tra ti on and preparati on program s 
fo r dev e lop- ing adm in i stra tor s who po s se s s  the 
char ac te ri s ti c s  nee ded  for effe c tive admin i s tration 
of pub l i c  education . l 
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As can be de term ined by the for e go ing,  the re se ar ch 
activi tie s  of the s taff a t  the Un iver s i ty of Tenne s see have 
been cen tered around defin ing and iden tifying the behavior al 
charac ter i s t i c s  of effe c tive an d ine ffe ctive s chool adm in i s -
trator s and exper imen ting with pr ogram s to de velop the de -
s ir able char ac ter i s ti c s. 
The s tatemen ts  of behavior al char ac ter i stics  develope d 
in the progr am were  in corpor ate d  in a r ating guid e , whi ch 
later be came known as the Tenne s see Ratin g  Guide.2 S ever al 
s tudie s have been con duc ted for the purpo se o f  val id at ing  
the char ac ter i s ti c s  in corpor ated therein . A l so ,  a s  a par t  
o f  the activi t ie s ,  attemp ts hav e  been m ade  to de term in e 
sounder me thods of sele c t ing s tud en ts for gr aduate s tudy in 
the Depar tm en t of Educ ation al A dm in i s. tra t ion and Sup er vi sion 
of the Un iver si ty of Tenne s see�3 , 4  The pre sen t  the s i s  
1" The Un iver s i ty o f  Tenne s see Kellogg Re se ar ch Proj e c t  
on Behavior al Char ac ter i s ti c s  o f  Effe c tive an d In e ffe ctive 
S choo l A dmin i s tra tor s - -A Progre s s Repor t , " Un iver s i ty of 
Tenne s see , De cember 1956 , pp. 1-2 . (Mul tili thed) 
2r b id. ,  p. 2. 
3charle s R .  Moffe t t ,  " Oper ation al Charac ter i s t i c s  of 
Beg inn ing Mas ter s' S tuden t s  in Edu c ational A dm in i s tr a tion 
and Superv i s ion " (Un�ubli shed Ed . D. the si s ,  Un iver s i ty of 
Tenne s see , June � 1954>· 
4J ame s N .  Lut�n, "A S tudy of the Use of S tan dardized 
Te s ts in the Selec tion of Po ten tial E ducational Adm in i s ­
tr a tor s "  (Unpublishe d  E d .  D .  the s i s , Un iver s i ty o f  Tenne s see , 
M ar ch 19 55) • 
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behavior. However, i t  was fe l t  that eviden ce ex i s t s  to sup -
por t  the id e a  th at paper and pen c il ins trumen ts  will provide 
a "quick loo k"  at an ind ividual' s behavior al char a cter i s t i c s. 
Furthermor e, it was no te d that a large number of the gr aduate 
s chool s in the nation util ize d psycholo gi cal te s t s  o r  the 
paper and pen cil var ie ty in some form in the ir se le c tion 
pro ce s se s. 
A s  has been previou sly men tioned, ther e h ave been two 
o ther stud ie s  in the u se ot psycho logi cal te s ts in the se ­
le ction pro ce s s at the Un iver s ity of Tenne s se e. The pre sen t 
s tudy was v iewed as an ex ten s ion and mod ificat ion of the 
s tud ie s reported by Moffe tt5 and Lu ton6. 
It  was fel t  th at ano ther s tudy in the are a  of se -
le ction was need ed for four major r e ason s :  
1. The behavior al char ac ter istics  de s cr ib ing s ch ool 
admin i s tr ators have be en more sharply d e fined sin ce the com-
ple tion of the s tudie s  reported by Moffe tt and Luton . 
2. In hi s s tudy, Moff et t u se d  the 1951 ver si on or 
th e Un iver s ity o f  Tenne s see Ratin g  Guide , Char acter is tics  
of  S choo l  Admin i s tr ator s, many item s o f  wh ich were later 
round to be am b iguou s. Luton used only th ir teen o f  the 
twen ty- seven items of the Un iv er s ity o f  Tenn e s see  Rating 
.5Mo ffe tt, op. c i t .­
�uton, op. c it. 
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Guide,  Characteri s ti c s  of School Adminis trators . The thir­
teen items used by Luton were the items whi ch Mo£fett found 
had re liab il ity coe ffi cients ot . 70 or be tte r . Based on re ­
s e arch comple te d s ince the s tudie s ot Moffe tt and Luton the 
Unive rs ity of Tennessee Rating Guide , Charac teris ti cs  o£ 
School Admini s trators has undergone revi s ions . Thus ,  there 
was a need for a s tudy in which all of the i tems o£ the Uni­
ve r s i ty of Te nne s see Rating Guide , Characteri stics  of School 
Adminis trators were utili zed .  
3·  If  certain psychologi cal te s t s, or parts thereo£ , 
could be found which would identity the behavioral character­
i s ti c s  in que st ion, such te sts  could eventually be come a part 
of the sele ction pro ce s s for graduate s tudy in the Department 
o£ Educational Adminis tration and Supervi s ion o£ the Unive r ­
s ity of Tenne ssee . 
4. It was also £el t  that the £indings o£ the study 
would provide help 1n the guidance of s tudents in the prepar­
ation program if te s ts could be identified which would ac­
curately fore tell a person ' s  s trengths and we akne s se s. 
Limitations of the Study 
The s tudy was re s tri cte d  to: 
1. The group o� thirty-five practicing s chool admin­
i s trators sele cte d  for s tudy . 
2. The sele cte d  p sychologi c al te s t  battery 
7 
adminis te red to e ach s chool admin is trator sele cte d  for s tudy. 
3 . The fie ld ratin g  o f  e ach s cho ol admin ist rator se­
le cted fo r s tudy, util iz ing the Fe bruary ,  1957 , re vision of 
the Univer s ity o f  Tenne s see  R atin g  Guide , Characte r i s tics  o f  
School Admin istrators. 
De fin ition of Te rms 
Univers ity of T enn es see Ra ting Guide, Chara c te r i s ti cs 
o f  Schoo l  Admin is tr ators . The inventory of behavioral  char­
a cter is ti c s  of s choo l admin is trato r s , a field rating on whieh 
was used in the pre sen t  s tudy as th e criterion for the va l id ­
ation o f  the p sychological  te s ts. He re afte r in the pre sent 
s tudy it  is  refe rred to as  the Tenne s see  Rating Guide or s imply 
as the R ating Guid e. 
Behavioral  char acteris tics. Characteri s ti c s  po s se s sed 
by ind ividual s which are id en tified through an o bs e rvation of 
be havior. The items in cluded in the T enne s see  Ra tin g  Guide 
( se e  Append ix A) d e s cribe beha vioral  charac teristics. 
On- the -job  vis i ts. Tho se vi sits  mad e by mem bers of  
the re se ar ch s taff to  o b serve e ach s choo l adm in is trator 
sele cted for part i c ip ation in the pre sent s tudy in  his on­
the -j ob enviro�en t .  An "on - the-jo b vis it" te am was com­
po s ed of tw o pe rsons. .The purpo se  of the on- the -j ob vis its 
was to ga in ins ight into the beha vioral cha racte r i s t i cs or 
the admin i s trators in que s tion and arrive at a ratin g on the 
T enne s see Ratin g  Guid e. 
Field rating .  A rating, util i z ing the Tenne s see 
Rating Guide , of the behavioral charac teristics  of an in-
dividual s chool admini s trator in an on- the -j ob s i tuation . 
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The s taff . Tho se persons who participated in the on-
the - job s tudy of the s chool admini s trators and as s i s te d  in 
making the field ratings . This group was composed of ad-
vanced graduate s tudents and re gul ar s taff members of the 
Department of Educ ational Admini s tration of the Unive r s i ty 
of Tenne s see. 
School adminis trators . Tho se persons who were ac -
tive ly engage d in s ome adminis trative capacity in the publ i c  
s chool s ( grade s one through twelve ) .  In thi s s tudy , thi s 
� 
group include d superintendent s , supervi s or s , elementary and 
se condary s chool princ ipal s, at tendance official s , and as s i s t -
an t  principal s .  
The team rating me tho d .  The me thod b y  whi ch e ach 
s chool adminis trator include d in the s tudy re ce ived a fie l d  
rating util i z ing the Tenne s s e e  Rating Guide . Es sentially, 
i t  cons i s te d  of a "pooling" of knowle dge about the b ehavioral 
charac teris tics  of the s chool admini s trator in que s tion by 
e a ch me mber of the s taff following the on- the -job visits . 
Then after a full dis cus s ion of all available data the ad-
minis trator in que s tion was given a field rating . 
Criti cal problem te chnique . A te chnique ut il ize d by 
members of the s taff to gain ins ight into the behavioral 
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charac te r i s ti c s  o f  the s e le c te d  s chool admin i s trator s .  The 
te chnique invo lve d as king an admini s trator to re late s o me 
fundamental proble m or i s sue that he had fac e d ,  de s crib ing 
the de c i s ion(s ) he had made and the cour s e ( s ) of ac t ion that 
had b e en followed wi thin the c on�ine s ot the de c i s i on(s ) . 
Fur the rmore , the s chool adminis trator in que s t ion was as ke d  
t o  expl ain why the par t i cul ar c our s e (s ) o f  ac ti on had b e en 
taken. 
Uppe r Group. Tho s e adminis trators who average d 4.0 or 
b e tte r as a re s ul t  or a fie l d  rating on the Te nne s se e  Rat ing 
Guide . Gentry c onclude d that a rat ing o f  4.0 or b e t ter char­
ter i ze d  the effe c tive s c ho ol admini s trator.7 
Middl e Gro up. Tho se adminis trators who ave rage d be ­
twe en 3 . 1  and 3.9 as a re sul t of a f ield r ating on the 
Te nne s see Rating Guide . 
Lowe r Group. Tho se admini s trators who ave rage d 3.0 
or be low as a re sul t o �  a field rating on the Te nne s se e  
Rat ing Guide . Gentry c onclude d  such a rating charac teri ze d 
the ine ffe c ti ve s cho ol admini s trator.8 
7Harol d W. Gentry , "Patte rns of Behavi o ral Charac ­
teri s t i c s  Exhib i te d  b y  S chool Admin i s trators " (Unp ubl ished 
Ed . D. the s is, Unive r s i �y of T�nne s s e e , June -1957),  p. 94. 
&toe. c i t. 
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Pro cedures Utili zed in the Stu dy 
T he pro cedure s whi ch were util i zed in the s tudy are 
pre sen ted und e r  the fo llowing he ad ings: 
1. The Subje c ts and The ir Sele ction. 
2. The P sycho lo gical Te s ting P ro gram . 
3 .  F ield R atings o f  the Subje c t s . 
4. Tre atmen t of the D ata. 
Th e  Subjec ts and Th eir S e le c t ion 
The s�bj e cts included in the s tudy were all practic in g  
s chool adm in is tr ators. Tw o cri teria  were used as a b a s is for 
the sele c tion o f  subje cts. F irs t, the ind ividual in qu e s tion 
had to be  actively enga ged in the field of s chool adm ini s­
tr ation. Se cond ,  there had to be  an expre s s ion of a will ing• 
n e s s  to parti c ip ate in the study. That i s , the s chool ad­
ministrator had to a gre e to take the sele c ted p sycholo gi cal 
te . . s t  b attery and b e  vis i ted on the jo b b y  mem b e rs o f  the 
s taff. T he sele c tion be gan in J anuary,  1957 , and continued 
thr ough Augus t ,  1957. Thirty-five s chool admin i s tr ators were 
sele c ted , tes ted , and v i s i ted. 
Some o f  the characteris ti c s  of the s e le cted group of 
adminis tr ators were as  follow s: 
men. 
1. The group cons i s ted of four women a nd th ir ty-one 
2. The a ge ran ge was from twenty- thre e ye ars to 
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fifty-one ye ars. 
3. The experience in edu cation range was from three 
ye ars to twenty-nin e ye ars. 
4. The tra in ing or the group was as follows: one 
adm inis trator held a Doctor o f  Education degre e , two adminis -
tra tors h ad Mas ters' d e grees plus one year , s ixteen adm inis­
trators h e ld Mas ters' degrees , th irteen adminis trators held 
B achelors' d e grees , and three h ad comple ted thre e ye ars or 
college. 
5 . The group cons is ted o f: two county superin tend -
. . 
ents ,  two county superv isors , two county attend ance o fficials , 
five principals of s chools cons is ting or grad es on e through 
twel ve , three principals o r  s chools cons is ting of grad es 
nine through twelve , nine teen principals or s chools con­
sist ing or grade s  one throu gh e igh t, and two ass is tan t 
s e condary s choo l  principals. 
Th e  P sy cholog ical Tes ting P rogram 
There were s e ven psych olo gic al tes ts includ ed in th e 
b attery of tes ts adm inis te red to e ach or the thirty-five 
s chool adm in is trators. The s e ven p sycholo gic al tes ts util -
ized  were: 
Allport-Vernon-L ind zey Study of Values 
Coope ra tive Eng l i sh T e st  ( Me chan ics and Effe c tiveness 
or Express ion) 
Edward s Personal Preference S ch edule 
' 
Miller Ana log ies Tes t ( Gradua te Leve l) 
Minneso ta Tea cher A ttitude Inventory 
Thurs tone Tempe rament Schedule 
Wa tson- Glaser Critical Think ing Appra isa l  
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The Allport-Vernon-L ind zey S tudy of Va lues , Coope ra ­
tive English T e s t  (Me chanics and Effe ctiveness o f  Express ion) , 
Miller  Analog ies Te s t ,  Minneso ta T ea cher A tt i tude Inven to ry, 
� and the Wa tson-Glaser Critical Think ing Appra isal we re found 
to ha ve some re lation to a ll ,  or  part , of  the Tenness ee  
Ra t ing Gu id e by Moffe tt9 and Luton10• In a s tudy reported 
by Taylo r11 there were ind icat ions tha t  the Edwards Personal 
Pre fe rence Schedule and the Thurs tone Tempe rament Schedule 
might be rela ted to the behavio ra l  cha racte ris t ics d es cribed 
in the T en nessee Ra ting Guide , espe cially the cate gorie s  ., 
dea l ing with in terpersona l  rela t ions and emo tiona l  s tab il ity. 
The p sycholo gical tes ts were admin i s te red to the 
s chool adminis tra tors during the pe riod January, 1957 , 
through Augue t ,  19 57. The tes ts were admin is tered in group 
s i tua tions at tim es found to be c onven ient to the s choo l ad -
minis trators. The psycholo gical tes ts were s cored by the 
. 9Moffe tt , � cit. 
10tuton, op. c i t. 
11Gem K. Taylor,  " The Deve lopment of Effe c tive Char­
a c teris tics in Stud ents of S choo l Adminis tra tion" (Unpub ­
l ished Ed. D. thes is , Unive rs ity of T ennessee , June 1957) .  
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Tenne s see State Te s ting Service and the University of Tenne s­
see Student Counsel ing Service . The resul t s  of the tes ts 
we re not viewed by  members of the s taff until the fiel d  ratings 
had been comple ted . 
Field Ratings of the Subje c ts 
The behavioral characteristics  of each s chool admini s­
trator included in the study were translated by the s taff in­
to a rating on the Tennessee Rating Guide . To arrive at a 
field rating the following s teps were t aken for each s chool  
adminis trator include d in  the s tudy. Fir s t ,  a rating team 
compo sed of at lea s t  two members of the s taff wa s des ignated 
tor e ach sub je ct . Second , the �e s ignated rating team vis i ted 
the sub je c t in que s t ion on the job . The on- the-job  vi sit  by 
the rating team was during the sub ject ' s working hours . The 
length of the visi t varied from two to four hours , depending 
on the raters' previous acquaintance with the per son on the 
job . The sole purpo se of the on- the - job  vis i t  was to gain 
ins ight into the sub ject ' s  behavioral characteri s ti c s  to 
arrive at a fie ld rating . If i t  was fel t that a se cond vi s i t  
. was ne ce s s ary t o  ob tain an ac curate rat ing, this w a s  made . 
During the course or an on-the- job vi s it the rating te am em­
ployed various te chnique s to gain insight into the sub je ct ' s 
behavioral characteristi c s . The technique s util ized include d: 
ob servation of the sub ject in ope ration, interviews using the 
critical problem te chnique , and dis cus s ion of the sub ject's 
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behavioral characteri s ti c s  wi th superiors , peers , and sub -
ordinate s of the subject .  Third , the team rating me thod was 
util i z e d  and the sub je ct was given a rating on the Tenne s see  
Rating Guide . That i s ,  the rating team ,  in c onsultation wi th 
o ther members o£ the s tat£ who had some knowle dge of the be ­
havioral characteri s ti c s  of the sub je ct in que s tion, con­
s idere d all available information on the sub je c t  and a s s igned 
the sub je ct  a rating on e ach item of the Tenne s see Rating 
Guide . 
Tre atment of the Da ta 
The re ade r is reminded that in effe ct the problem of 
the s tudy was to de termine sele c ted p sychological te s ts whi ch 
would diffe renti ate among effe c tive and ineffe ctive s chool 
adminis trators . Thus , i t  was ne ce ssary to utilize s tatistical 
pro cedure s which would de termine it p sychological tes t s core s 
would diffe rentiate b e tween groups according to the ir de gree 
o£ effe ct ivene ss  or ineffe ctivene s s  as  me asure d by the Tenne s -
see  Rating Guide . Several s tati s tical me thods were con­
s ide red carefully before de termining the be s t  pro ce dure s of 
tre ating the data gathere d  in the s tudy . First, attention 
� 
was given to various parametri c s tati s ti cal te chnique s ,  such 
as  the Pe arson Product -Moment Coeffi cient of Correlation te ch-
nique and the Kelley critical -ratio te chnique . Howe ver ,  these 
and all other parame tri c te chnique s are b a sed upon certain 
as sump tions ab out the data to be  tre ate d .  Two such b as i c  
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assumptions are: (1) the data were drawn from a normally 
distributed population, and (2) the relationship {if such 
exists) between the variables is linear. Such assumptions 
could not be accepted for the data treated in the present 
study since the population was not considered to be normally 
distributed. That is,_ it was assumed that school adminis­
trators were something of a select group. Thus consider­
ation was given to the various nonparametrie techniques which 
could possibly be utilized. 
Nonparametric statistical techniques focus on the 
order or ranking of scores, not on their numerical value, and 
it is not necessary to make numerous or stringent assumptions 
about the data. For example, it is not necessary to make any 
assumption about the shape of the population from which the 
data are drawn. After careful consideration of the possible 
nonparametric techniques, it was felt that a combination of 
two techniques; the Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of vari­
ance test,l2 and the
.
Mann-Whitney U testl3 were most appro-
priate for the data to be treated. The reader is referred to 
the reference cited for a complete discussion of these tech-
niques. 
In order to utilize the forementioned techniques it 
l2sidney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics fo r the Be­
havi-oral Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 
1956), pp. 184-193· 
13rbid., pp. 116-126. 
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was necessary that the field rating of each administrator on 
the Tennessee Rating Guide be weighted so that a score could 
be determined £or the Total Rating Guide and tor each of its 
six sections. Gentry concluded that an average score of 4.0 
or above characterized the ertective school administrator and 
an average score or 3 . 0 and below characterized the ineffec­
tive school administrator.l4 Based on Gentry's conclusions 
the selected group of school administrators were divided in­
to "upper" (effective) , "middle," and ''lower" (ineffective) 
groups for Sections I, II, V, VI and the Total Rating Guide 
according to their average scores. Then Kruskal-Wallis H 
scores were computed between each of the forementioned 
Sections and the Total Rating Guide and each psychological 
test and sub-test to determine the extent of the relation­
ships. 
For Sections III and IV ot the Rating Guide it was 
possible to divide the s·chool administrators into only 
"upper" (effective) and "lower" (1ne.ffe et1ve) groups ac­
cording to their average scores. As the Kruskal-Wallis tech­
nique could not be used with fewer than three groups it was 
necessary to utilize the Mann -Whitney technique. Mann-Whit­
ney U scores which were converted to z scores were computed 
between Sections III and IV and each psychological test and 
sub-test to determine the extent of the relationships. 
14Gentry, � cit., p. 94. 
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The util ization of both the Kruskal -Wall is and the 
Mann-Whitney techniques for the tre atment of the data in­
clude d in this study did not seem incompatible s ince the 
rationale underlying b o th technique s is  the same . The 
Kruskal -Wall is te chnique was de s igned to be used when one 
variable can be divide d into thre e or more categorie s and 
the Mann-Whi tney teehnique was de s igne d to  b e  use d when one 
, variable can be divide d into only two cate gories . 
Organizat ion of the Study 
Chapter I contains the b ackground or the study, the 
statement of the problem ,  the hypo the s i s , the b asic  as sump ­
t ions , the s ignificance of the s tudy, the definition of the 
terms use d  in the study, the limitations or the s tudy, the 
procedures util ize d in the s tudy, and the organization of 
the study. Chap ter II is a review of the rese arch that was 
pertinent to the s tudy. The deve lopment,  rel i ab il ity,  and 
val idity or the Tenne ssee Ra ting Guide are discus sed in 
Chapter III. Chapter IV pre sents a briet de s cription of  
e ach of  the psychological te sts  include d in  the psychologi c al 
te sting program . Contained in Chap ter V is  an analys �s of 
the rel ationships found to exis t be tween the s tandardized 
te s ts and the Tenne ssee Rat ing Guide . Chapter VI  contains a 
summary of the study and the conclus ions re ache d as  a resul t 
of the inve stigat ion. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 
There has been much research conducted in the area ot 
selection tor leadership positions and leadership training 
programs. In view ot this, an attempt to present a review 
ot all available research in the area is impractical. Thus, 
the review reported here·is limited to those research studies 
deemed pertinent to the problem in question. · That is, only 
research which has dealt solely, or in part, with psychologi-
cal tests as a selection device will be considered here. 
Furthermore, those research studies which dealt with the 
validity and reliability ot the Tennessee Rating Guide are 
reported in Chapter III and are not discussed in this chapter. 
In 1951 Kelly and Fiske1 reported the University ot 
Michigan Assessment Program which was one of the most am­
bitious undertakings in the area of selection. This prog-
ram, conducted in cooperation with the Veterans Adminis­
tration, was designed tor the purpose ot providing tor more 
effective procedures ot selecting clinical psychologists. 
It began in 1946 and was carried on continuously tor five 
years. Involved in the research were several hundred college 
lE. Lowell Kelly and Donald W .  Fiske, The Prediction 
ot Performance in Clinical Pa cholo (Ann Arbor, Michigan: 
University ot Michigan Press, 1951 • 
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graduates who were either applicants or beginning students 
in the four-year Veterans Administration training program in 
clinical psychology in some forty universities. The appli­
cants and students were evaluated by the use o£ a wide vari­
ety o£ techniques and procedures, and predictions were made 
relative to their probable success in training and their 
£uture professional competencies. The techniques and pro­
cedures used included projective tests, int�rviews, situ­
ational tests, credentials, autobiographical data, pooled 
ratings, selr-ratings, teammate ratings, and objective tests. 
The objective tests used included: 
Miller Analogies Test (Form G) 
Thurstone Testa or Primary Mental Abilities 
Allport-Vernon Study or Values 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
Guilford-Martin Battery ot Personality Inventories 
Strong Vocational Interest Blank 
Kuder Preference Record 
The major findings ot the research were: 
1. The potential validity ot all predictors was 
apparently limited by the inadequa�ies of the criterion 
measures. That is, the criterion measures appeared to have 
certain weaknesses including; low reliability, too general 
or too specific, and not relevant to a ctual professional 
competence. 
20 
2 . The intelle ctual aspe cts ot profe s s ional compet­
ence were more re adily pre dictable than were the cl inical and 
social skill s aspe cts  involved in profe s s ional competence . 
3 .  The val idity o t  pooled ratings was not s i gnifi­
c antly gre ater than the validity of individual rat ings . 
4. Predict ions based on proje ctive te s t  data alone 
tended to have very low correl ations with crite rion me asure s .  
5 .  Predictions b a s e d  on cre dential s plus obje c tive 
te s t  profile s tende d to be almo s t  as accurate as  those pre­
dic t ions base d on more data . That i s, such material s as  
autob iographical data, interviews, proje ctive te s ts, and 
s ituational te s t s  did not appear to incre ase s ignifi c antly 
the validity of the pre dic tion. 
6 .  In general, predictions base d s olely on the ob ­
se rvat ion of a candidate in s ituat ional te s t s  we re ab out as  
valid as s taff ratings b ased on credential s alone . 
1· Self-ratings appe are d to have some pre dictive 
value tor criteria of intellectual succe s s. 
8. Only a small number ot the obje ctive te st s core s  
were found to correlate s ignificantly with the criterion 
me asure s .  The mo st gene rally use ful were the Miller Analogies 
Te s t  and the Strong Vocat ional Intere s t  Blank . 
As part ot an inve s tigation conducte d by Pas cal and 
Hurt, 2 attent ion was given to the difference in pers onal ity 
2nA Pre liminary Study of Personal ity Factors Affecting 
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.f ac to rs o.f a group of  "poo re st" s c ientists  an d "be s t "  sc ien -
t i s ts  as  me asured by certa in p sycholo gi c al in strumen t s. In­
volve d  in the s tu dy were ten " be s t "  chemists , ten " b e s t" 
- -
phys icis ts , ten "poore s t "  chemis t s  and ten "poore s t "  phys i c -
i s t s  o.f the phys i c s  an d chemi s tr y  Divis ions o f  the O ak R id ge 
Na t ional Labo ratory.  From these th ere eme rged a group of 
"be s t" s c ient i s ts and a group ot "poore s t "  s cienti s t s , and 
a third group about which there was some d i sagreemen t. The 
as s igning o f  ind ividual s to c ate gor ie s  was on the b as i s  o.f 
superiors' ratings. 
All subj e ct s  were admini s te red the .following te sts: 
Ror s ch ach T e s t  
Vig o tsky S tr e s s  Te s t  
Bend e r  Ge s talt T e s t  
Minne so ta Multiph as i c  Persona lity Inven tory 
Kuder P re fe rence R e cord - Vo cational 
Kuder Pre fe ren ce R e cord - Personal 
It was  found tha t: 
1 .  In the Rors cha ch T e s t  there was no s ign ificant 
d ifferen ce in the "be s t" group and the "poo re st "  group in 
-
the s ign s  o f  ab ili ty to e stabl i sh good interpersonal  re -
lation s .  The re was a s ignificantly higher percentag e  o f  
On - the -Jo b Compe tence o f  Re se ar ch Scient i s t s  (unpub l i shed 
rep ort)� qu o ted in J ame s N. Luton, "A Study-of the Use o f  
Certa in Stan dard ized Te s ts in the Sele ction of Po tentia l  
Educat iona l  Adm inis trators" ( Unpublished Ed . D. the s i s ,  The 
Un iversity o.f T enne s se e , March 1955) , pp. 11 -15. 
scientists in the "poorest" group that showed two or more 
signs indicative of maladjustment. 
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2 .  In the Vigotsky Stress Test there was no signifi­
cant difference between the "best" group and the "poorest" 
group in Direction of Aggression, Intensity of Reaction, De­
gree of Perseverance, Level of Confidence and Total Number of 
Responses. 
3 · There were no significant differences between the 
"best" group and "poorest" group found by use of the Bender 
Gestalt Test. 
4· The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
reveale d no significant differences between the "best" group 
and the "poorest " group. It should be noted that the means 
on all the scales were higher for the total group than for 
the standardizing population. This would seem to indicate 
that the group was more "psychologically disturbed'' than the 
standardizing population. 
5. In the Kuder Preference Record - Vocational, a 
significant difference was found between the "best" group 
and the "poorest" group. There was also a mueh greater per-
-
. 
centage of the "best" group in which either scientific or 
computational interests formed the highest score. 
6. There was a significant difference between the 
"best" group and the "poorest" group in the Kuder Preference 
Record - Personal. All of the scientists who bad theoretical 
intere s t  s core s above the 75th percentile and patterns in 
which agree able intere st  score s were highe st followe d by 
practical intere st s core s were .found to be. in the " be s t" 
group . 
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Pas cal and Hurt conclude d that there appe are d to be a 
number of "personality" difference s b e tween "good" and "poor" 
s c ientis ts . 
Sartain3 conduc te d  a s tudy in whi ch the problem was to 
de termine the extent to which suc ce s s  in supervis ion in an 
aircraft factory could be predi cte d by standardize d te st 
s core s .  The criterion ot succe ss was a comb ination ot four 
ratings by superiors . There was a to tal o.f torty .foremen 
and as s i s tant foremen involve d in the s tudy. The following 
s tandardize d te sts  we re adminis tere d to e ach subje ct: 
Otis Self-Ada1nisteriag !est ot Mental Ab ility 
(Higher Fora) . 
Tiffin and Lamshe Adaptab ility Te s t  ( Form A) 
-
Revise d Minne sota Paper Form Board 
Benne tt Tes t  of Me chani cal Comprehension ( Form AA) 
Remmers and File How Supervise? ( Experimental 
Edition, Form lJ 
Be rnreuter Personality Inventory 
Kuder Pre ference Re cord - Vo cational 
3A .  Q. Sartain , "Relation Be tween Score s on Certain 
Standard Te s ts and Supe rvi sory Succe s s  in an Aircraft Factory , " 
The Journal o .f Appl ie d Psychology, 30:328-332, Augus t 1946. 
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The tes t  s core s  were correlate d  with the criterion ot 
succe s s . It was found that the correlation coeffi cie nts ob-
tained were too low to be considere d  s ignificant . The range 
or the coefficients was from - . 18 to +.12 . It was concluded 
that the selected s tandardi zed tes t s  had little or no pre-
dic tive value tor suc ce s s  as  a supervi sor in the aircraft 
factory . 
As was mentione d in Chapter I the pre sent study can 
be viewed as an extens ion ot the research s tudies conducted 
by Morre tt4 and Luton.5 Thus , i t  i s  appropriate tha t the 
port ions or the se inve s tigations de aling w i th the predictive 
value or s tandardized te s t s  be rather �ully reported . 
The problem in the s tudy conducted by Moffett w as to 
de termine the operational characteris t i c s  or a group or be­
ginning mas ters' s tudents in Educational Adminis trati on and 
Supervi s ion at the University of Tenne s see . As a part of 
the problem the relationship be tween certain psychological 
te sts  and o bservable behavior of the group was determined. 
That i s ,  there was an attempt  to de termine the predictive 
4charle s R. Moffett ,  "Operat ional Characteristi cs or 
Beginning Masters' Students in Educational Adminis tration and 
Supervision" ( Unpublishe d  Ed. D. thesis , Univers ity or 
Tennes see, June 1954 ) .  
5Jame s N .  Lut�n, " A  Study o f  the Use o f  Standardized 
Tes ts in the Sele ction of Po tential Educational Adminis­
trators" ( Unpubli shed Ed . D .  the s is , Univers it� of Tenne s ­
see , March 1955 ) . 
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value ot the sele c te d  s tandardi ze d  te s t s  for suc ce s s  i n  the 
are a of s cho ol admini s tration. 
The thir ty-tour me mbe r  group w a s  admini s te r ed the 
fo llowi ng te s ts :  
Rors chach Te s t  
Minne so ta Te a cher Att i tude Inventory 
Cooperat ive Engl i sh Te st ( Me chani cs and Effe c t ive ne s s  
ot EXpre s•lon) 
Op inion S c al e  
At t i tude Que st ionnaire 
Kuder Pre ference Re co rd - Vo cat i onal 
Watson-Gl aser Cri t i cal Thinking Apprai sal 
Miller Analo gie s Te s t  
All port-Ve rnon Scale of Value s 
The instrument use d to re cord the o bs ervable behavior 
and the cri t er ion was the Tenne s se e  Ra ting Guide . The fo rm 
o t  the Rat ing Guide use d c ontaine d thi rty-s i x  i tems and s i x 
se ct i ons whi ch r el ate d to the ope rational behavio r o£ s cho o l  
admini s trator s .  The se c t ions of the guide we re : 
I .  De mo crat i c  Ope ration 
I I .  Inte l l igent Ope rat i on 
III . Condit ion o f  He al th 
IV . Ethi cal and Moral Strength 
v. Ade quacy o f  Co mmuni cati on 
VI. Operat ion as a C i tizen 
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The te s t  bat tery was admini s tered  to the group in an 
"on-the - cRmpus "  s i tuation by individual s out side the Depart­
ment of Educational Adminis tration and Supervis i on; thus , no 
membe r of the department had any knowle dge of the te st  s core s . 
Follow�ng the te s ting program e ach member  of the group was 
vis ited " on-the - job " by at least two members of the Depart ­
ment o f  Educational Adminis trat ion and Supervi sion .  The pur­
po se of vis iting a person in his te aching or adminis trative 
s i tuation was to as sign a rating on the Rating Guide b ased on 
the o b servable behavior and o ther available data . 
Moffe tt used the Pe arson Product-Moment Coeff i cient of 
Corre lation te chnique to de termine the re lationship between 
the te s ts and succe s s  on the job as de termined by a rat ing on 
the Tenne s see  Rating Guide . Coe fficients of correlation we re 
compute d be tween e ach te s t ,  or part  the re of, and e ach section 
of the Rat ing Guide . Following are the te s t s ,  or parts  
there of, with coefficients ot correlation which corre late d 
s igni�icantly , at the . 01 level of e oDridence with certain 
se ctions of the Rating Guide : 
Se ction I .  Demo crati c  Operat ion 
Kuder Preference Re cord ( Computational ) 
Miller Analogie s 
AllEort-Ve rnon studz of Value s ( Economic ) 
Allport-Ve rnon studz of Value s ( So cial ) 
AllEort -Vernon Studl of Value s ( Ae s the t i c ) 
- 55 
. 46 
- - 51 
- . 52 
- . 51 
Se c tion I I . Intel l igent Ope rat i on 
Opinion Seale - . 46 
Mille r Anal ogi e s 
Allport -Ve rnon S tudy of Value s ( So c i al ) 
Se c t i on I I I . Cond i t ion of He al th 
. 60 
- - 47 
Opinion S e ale - . 47 
Kude r Pre fe rence Re cord ( Compu tational ) - . 55 
Se c t ion IV . Ethi c al and Mor al Strength 
Ror s chach Te s t  . 45 
Wat s on-Glaser Cri t i c al Thinking Apprai s al . 49 
Mi ller Anal ogie s .47 
None 
Se c t io n IV .  Ade qua cy of Commun i c a t i on 
Se c t i on V I . Ope rat ion a s  a C i ti zen 
Al lport -Ve rnon Study o f  Value s ( Ae s the t i c ) - . 50 
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Moffe t t  conclude d that the cri ter ion of s u c ce s s , the 
Tenne s s e e  Rat ing Gui de , was a r a the r re l i able ins trument and 
tha t the t e s ts whi ch showe d s ignifi c ant c orre l a t i on s  w e re of 
value tor pre d i c t ing succe s s  in t he are a ot e du c a ti onal ad­
mini s tra t i on .  
I n  March, 1955, Luton6 repo rte d ano the r s tudy in ­
volving the Tenne s s e e  Ra t ing Guide and s tandard i z e d  te s t s  
whi ch u t il i ze d  ce rt ain da ta c olle c te d  b y  Moffe t t  a s  w e l l  a s  
ce r tain d ata colle c te d  b y  hims e lf . The prob lem in th i s  
6r.o c .  c i t . 
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s tudy was to identify s tandardized te s ts , or parts the re of ,  
that would diffe rentiate among group s that we re judged t o  
pos se s s  d iffe rent operational characteris tics  a s  me asure d by 
the Rating Guide . 
As a criterion,  Luton use d certain s e ctions and items 
of the Rating Guide . Al though Moffe tt concluded tha t tor the 
mo s t  part the Rating Guide was a reliable ins trument tor 
de termining the operat ional characte ri s t i c s  of educational 
adminis trators , Luton use d as a criterion only tho se items 
which had re l iability coefficients of . 70 or b e tte r .  This 
me ant tha t Luton used only thirteen items of the Rating Guide 
from the following se c tions : 
Demo cratic Ope ration 
Inte lligent Operation 
Adequacy of Communication 
Ope ration as a Citizen 
It should be no te d that the Cond it ion of He al th 
Se ction and Ethic al and Moral Strength Se ction we re no t use d 
in Luton ' s  s tudy . 
The s tandardize d te s t  battery used in the study con-
s i s te d  ot : 
Minne sota Te acher Attitude Inventory 
Allport -Vernon Study ot Value s 
CooJerative Engli sh Te s t  ( Me chanics  and Effe c tivene s s  o EXpre ssion) 
"F" Scale 
At titude Que s t ionnaire 
Kude r Prefe rence Re cord - Vo c ational 
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Apprai s al 
Miller Anal ogie s Te s t  
Ror s chach Te s t  
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The s ample util i ze d  in the s tudy cons i s te d  or the 
thirty-four sub je c t s  involve d  in Moffe tt ' s  s tudy and twenty­
seven sub je cts ab out which Luton colle c te d  data . Luton us ed 
b asically the s ame approach as  Moffe tt in te s t ing the sub ­
je cts  and then rat ing the ir operational b ehavior us ing the 
Tenne s se e  Rating Guide . 
In tre ating the data,  the Kelly cri ti c al ratio te ch­
nique was use d .  That is , the top 27 pe r ce nt ( upper group )  
and bottom 27 pe r cent ( lower group ) or the s ample we re util -
ize d for comparat ive purpo se s .  Comparisons were made of the 
me an s core s on the p sychologi cal te sts  of the upper and lowe r 
group s . The foll owing te s ts were found to b e  s ignif i cant in 
diffe rentiati ng b e tween the uppe r and lower group s who were 
judge d, by u se of the Rating Guide , to po s se s s  diffe rent 
characteristi cs  within the following are as :  
De mo crat i c  Operation 
Minne s ota Te ache r Attitude ( upper group , high s core ) 
Wats on-Gl aser Criti c al Thinking ( uppe r  group , high 
s core ) 
Allport -Vernon ( Economi c )  ( upper group , high s core ) 
Allport -Ve rnon ( Ae s the tic ) ( uppe r group , low s core ) 
Kuder Pre fe rence ( C omputati onal ) ( uppe r group , 
high score ) 
Intell igent Operation 
Cooperative Engl ish {Expre s s ion )  ( uppe r  group, 
high s core ) 
"F" Scale ( upper group , low s core ) 
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking ( upper group , 
high score ) . 
Miller Analogie s ( upper group , high score ) 
Allport-Ve rnon ( Economic } ( upper group, high 
s core ) 
Allport-Vernon ( Ae s the tic ) {upper group , low 
s core ) 
Kuder Preference ( Musical )  ( upper group , high 
s core )' 
Adequacy of Communication 
Minne sota Te ache r Attitude ( upper group , high 
s core ) 
Cooperative Engli sh ( Me chani c s  and Expre s s ion ) 
( uppe r group , high s core ) _ 
"F" Scale ( uppe r group , low s core ) 
Wat son-Glaser Critical Thinking ( upper group , 
high s core ) 
Miller Analogie s ( upper group , high s core ) 
Allport -Vernon ( Political ) ( uppe r group , low 
s core ) 
Kuder Pre fe rence ( Outdoor and Me chanical ) ( upper 
. group , low s core ) 
Operat ion as a Citizen 
Cooperative Engl ish ( Me chani c s  and Expre ss ion) 
( upper  group, high s core ) . 
Watson-Glaser Cri ti cal Thinking ( upper group, high 
s core ) . 
Miller Analogie s ( upper group , high s core ) 
Allport-Ve rnon ( Religious ) ( upper group , high 
s core ) 
Kuder Prefe rence ( Computat ional } ( uppe r group,  
. high score ) 7 
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It is noted that many of the findings of Luton ' s  s tudy 
are cons istent with the findings ot  Moffe tt relative to the 
value of certain te s t s  to different iate among groups ac­
cording to the de gree to  which the characte ris ti c s  de scribed  
7Luton, op . c it . , pp . ·  73-74· 
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in the Tenne s see Rating Guide are po sses sed . Howe ve r ,  it 
should be no te d tha� Mof�e tt ' s s ample also compri sed a ·part 
of Luton ' s s ample . 
In a study reported by Le avitt , 8 which was c onducte d 
at Northwe s tern University during the years 1949-52 , an effort 
was made to determine the use fulne s s  of various kinds of per-
sonal data for predicting pro b able succes s  in student te aching. 
The data were ob tained from the pers onnel records ot 266 ele -
mentary e ducation ma jors . The data included various kinds of 
background and academi c information as we ll as  percent ile 
ranks on The Ameri can Council on Education Psychological Exam­
ination, Ohio State University Psychologi cal Te s t ,  and The 
Northwe s tern Analogies for each member of the group. When 
the data were compared to ratings of effe ctivene s s  in s tudent 
teaching, whi ch were used as the criterion, i t  was found that: 
1 .  There was little relationship between the degree 
ot effe ctivenes s in s tudent teaching and the number of 
me thods courses taken and the marks obtained in them. 
2 .  There did no t seem to be any relat ionship between 
experience s  with children and in the working world and de ­
gree or effe ctivene s s  in s tudent teaching. 
3 . When the comb ination of general grade average , 
grade average in me thods course s ,  and grade average in spee ch 
8Jerome E .  Le avit t ,  "Pe r s onnel Data and Pre di c tion of 
Suc ces s  tor Student Te ache rs , '' The Journal of Teacher Edu­
cat ion, 4: 194-197 , Sep tember 1953. 
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course s was used as a compo s i te ave rage there was no dire c t  
rel ationship found w i th de gre e o £  s tudent te aching suc ce ss .  
4.  The student s who ranke d ab ove the 60 th pe rcentile 
on The Ame rican Council on Edueat ion Psychologi c al Examination 
attaine d a gre ater de gre e or succe s s  than those  s tudents who 
ranke d be low the 60 th percent ile . 
5 .  The re was no s ignificant re lat ionship found be ­
twe en percentile rank on The Ohio State Unive r s i ty Psycho ­
logical Examinat ion or The Northwe s tern Analogie s and de gree 
o£ effe ctivene s s  in s tudent te aching . 
6 .  When the re sul ts o£ all three of the toreme nti one d 
te sts we re cons idere d  as a group and rel ate d to s tudent 
te aching succe s s  it was indi cate d  that s tudents who ranke d 
above the 60th percentile had a much be tte r chance or a high 
de gree qf succe s s  in s tudent te aching than did the s tudent s  
who ranke d below the 39th pe rcentile . 
Le avitt conclude d that the re was no s ingle index for 
pre dicting suc ce s s  in s tudent te aching . 
Ohl sen and Schul tz9 al so repor te d  a s tudy de al ing w ith 
te s t  score s and student te aching succe s s . In thi s  s tudy te s t  
re sults  a s  well a s  some pe rs onal hi s tory data we re analyze d 
for approximate ly fifty ( top 15 pe r cent ) '' be st" student 
te achers and approx imately fifty ( bo ttom � l5 per
�
cent ) 
9Merle M .  Ohl sen and Ra�ond E .  Schul tz , "A Study of 
Variable s for Use in Sele ction, " The Journal of Teacher Edu­
cation,  5: 279-282 , De cember 1954 • .  
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"po ore s t "  s tude nt te ache r s . The s ub je c t s  we re pla ce d in the 
" b e s t " o r  "p oore s t " cate gor ie s a c cord ing t o  supervi so r s ' 
ratings . Te s t s  involved in thi s c ompar i s on w e re : 
Ohl s en ' s  So c iome tri c  Te s t  
Theaatic Appe rception Te•t ( Alexander ' s adap t a t ion ) 
S trong Vocational Inte re s t  Bl ank 
Ohl sen ' s  Li�e Value s Te s t  
Inc omple te Sentence Te s t  
From a c ompari s on o f  the te s t  re sul t s o� t he two 
group s i t  was conclude d that only the s o c iome tr i c  de v i ce wa s 
a promis ing te chnique fo r diffe rent i a t ing b e twe en pe r s ons a c ­
cording to the ir de gre e of suc ce s s  i n  s tudent te aching . In 
gene ral the find ings or the s o c iome tri c  te s t  ind i cate d tha t 
the " be s t "  student te achers were muc h  mo re re adily ac ce p te d 
-
by the ir pe ers than we re the "poore s t "  s tudent te ache rs . I t  
w a s  al so c onclude d that furthe r re se ar ch might p ro ve the 
Incompl� te Sentence Te a t  and the adap t i on of the Themat i c  
Appe rception Te s t  to be of pre di c t ive value ror s tude nt 
te aching su c ce s s . 
Gould10 reporte d a s tudy c ondu c te d  a t  the Unive r s i ty 
of P i t t s burgh which at temp te d  to e valuate the e �fi c ie n cy ot 
c e r tain pe r s onal , academi c ,  and psychologi c al tes t  data tor 
pre d i c t ing suc ce s s  on the job of firs t -ye ar t e acher s . One 
lOGe orge Goul d ,  " The Pre d i c tive Value of C e rtain 
Se le ctive Me a sure s , " Educational Admin i s tration and Supe r ­
v i s ion, 33 : 208-12 , April 1947 .  
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hundre d thirteen first -ye ar te achers were rated by the ir 
princ ipal s on a five po int rating device , and thi s rating was 
used as the criterion of succe ss  in te aching . The contingency 
me thod was used to de termine the extent of the re l ationship 
be tween the on- the - job  ratings of the te achers and the several 
sele ctive de vi ce s .  Following is a l i st  of the sele ctive 
me asure s used and the ir correlat ions with the on- the - j ob  
ratings expre ssed  in  terms of coeffic ients of contingency: 
Studsnt teaching grade . 66 
Rating in personal interview . 64 
�CE Psychological Examinat ion . 53 
Qual ity point average . 44  
Cooperative Contemporary Affairs Te s t  . 38 
Bell Adjus tment Inventory . 37 
Washburne So cial Adjus tment Inventory . 35 
WillougbbY (Clark-!hurstone ) Peraonal itl 
Schedule . - . 23 
Gould po inte d out that the correlations are somewhat 
higher than those found in s imil ar inve stigations . Howeve r ,  
he s tate d that in l ight o f  the proposed  use o f  the sele ctive 
me asure s they have a low " fore cas ting effic iency . " 
A s imil ar study, r�ported  by Stoelting, 11 
�as con­
ducte d  at the Univers ity of Wis consin .  The central prQblem 
llGus tave J. Stoelting, " The Sele ct ion of Candidate s 
tor Te acher Education at the Univers it� of Wis cons in, " Journal 
ot ExperiMental Educat ion, 24: 115-132, De cember 19 55 . � 
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in this s tudy was to de termine the effic iency with which the 
se veral sele ctive device s used  at the Univers i ty of Wis con­
s in diffe rentiate d be twe en supe rior te acher s  and te ache rs who 
had only l imi ted succe s s . The sele ctive device s included:  
rank in high school , grade point average s ,  a spe e ch pro­
fi ciency te s t ,  and the following s tandardized te sts : 
Henmon-Nelaon Psychologi cal Te s t  
ACE P szchological Te a t  
Co ope rative Re ading Te s t  
Cooperat ive General Culture Te s t  
Minne sota Mul tiphasic  Personal ity Inventory 
The sele ction de vice s were correlated with mea sure s or 
suc ce ss  in te aching . The criteria of suc ce ss  in te aching con­
s is te d  of : an in- service rating by a superior, practice 
te aching grade s ,  a placement bure au rating, and a r at ing by 
the facul ty of the te acher ' s  maj or department at colle ge . 
From the findings , based  on a s ample of approximately 
350 te achers , it w a s conclude d that : 
1 .  None of the sele c te d  s tandardize d te s ts employed  
appe are d capable of differentiating b e tween suc ce s sful and 
unsucce s sful te achers . That is , they had little or no pre ­
dic tive value . 
2 .  Earne d grade po int average appe are d to be  the 
mo s t  useful device employed .  
3 ·  The high s chool rank appe ared to be of doub tful 
value . 
4·  The spee ch profic iency te s t  had value only for 
a ssuring that candidate s had the minimum speech a ttainment 
ne ce s s ary for clas sroom work. 
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As p art of a s tudy reporte d by Tope tze s12 an effort 
was made to de te rmine the fe asibil i ty of util i z ing sele c te d  
standardize d  te s t s  to sele ct s tudent s tor phys ical the rapy or 
occupational therapy work . The se te s ts which were adminis ­
tere d to a s ample of students of phys ical the rapy and occu­
pational therapy include d :  
We chsler-Bellevue Intelligence Scale 
Cal ifornia Mental Maturity Te s t  
Kude r Preference Re cord - Vo cational 
The Wide Range Achievement Te s t  
The Michigan Spee d  o f  Re ading Te st  
The Purdue Pegboard Te at  
The Minne so ta Rate of  Manipulation Te st  
The Minne sota Paper Form Board Te s t · 
The Benne tt Me chanical Comprehens ion Te s t  
The Minne sota Mul tiphas ic Personal ity Inventory 
The Washburne Soc ial Adjustment Inventory 
The Cardal l Practical Judgment Te s t  
The forementioned te s ts were then correlated w ith 
ratings ot the s tudent on a tive po int rating scale wh ich was 
12Nick J. Tope tze s ,  "A Program tor the Sele ction ot 
Trainee s in Physical Medicine , " Journal of Experimental Edu­
cation,  25: 263-322 , June 1957 · -
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concerne d with the characteri s tics  ne ce s s ary £or suc ce s s  in 
phys ical therapy and occupational the rapy . 
Tope tze s made the following c onclus ions relative to 
this p art or the s tudy: 
Many o£ the correlations or the various te s t s  
with the ratings were small . It appears that 
tho se correlations which are o£ any size at all 
may be due to chance . The low correlations w ith 
the ratings seem to indicate two pos s ib il it ie s :  
1 . The rating s c ale doe s not give a good evalu­
ation or the s tudent as a therapis t , and 
2 . The committee  may have chosen some te s ts 
which are no t highly relate d to suc ce ss  in therapy . l3 
Mcintyre l4 reporte d the re sults of some exploratory 
re search conducted at the Unive rs ity o£ Texas de al ing wi th the 
use or s tandardize d te s t s  1n predicting capab il itie s in the 
are a o£ educational adminis tration . The problem in e ffe ct 
was to de termine which o£ the several sele cte d  standardized 
te sts  were sens itive enough to identity pro spe ctive , succe s s -
£ul s chool adminis trators . The follow ing s tandardized  test s 
were adminis tered to e i ghty sub je cts : 
Contemporary Affairs Te st  
Miller Analogie s Te s t  
Cooperative Engl ish Te s t  C2 
Watson-Glaser Criti cal Thinking Apprais al 
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study o£ Value s 
13Ib id . , p .  303 . 
14Kenne th E .  Mcintyre , "What ·Are The y Like ? "  Phi 
Del ta Kappan, 37 : 288-291 , April 1956 . , _  
Guiltord-Morten Inventorie s 
Strong Vo cational Inte re a t  Blank 
Minne so ta Te acher Attitude Inventory 
Correl ations ot te s t  s core s w ith start judgment s , 
whi ch served as  the criterion, taile� to s how a "toolproot" 
te st  or comb ination ot te sts . However,  the following te sts  
corre late d  high enough with s taff judgments  to be cons idered 
useful and worthy ot further s tudy: 
Wat son-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal 
Miller  Analogie s Te st  
Coope rat ive Engl ish Te s t  C2 
Chapter Summary 
This chapte r  has pre sented a review of re search which 
fo cused on the use ot s tandardize d p sychological te sts  as a 
sele ction device . From an analys i s  of the re se arch i t  would  
se em that the findings rel ative to  the pre dictive value ot 
standardized te sts  tor succe s s  in various o c cupations are 
inconclus ive . That is , in s ome s i tuati ons certain te sts  
appe ar to have predic tive value while in o ther situat ions 
they seem to have little or no re lationship to the cr i te rion 
ot suc ce s s . The gre ate s t  weakne ss ot mos t  ot the s tudies re ­
viewed seemed to  be  in the inadequac ie s  of the criterion 
me asure , that i s ,  the lack of we ll define d me asure s ot degree 
ot succe s s . 
CHAP TER III 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE, 
CHARACTERISTICS OF SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS 
The present chapter, dealing with the Tennessee Rating 
Guide, is divided into three parts. First, there is a dis­
cussion or the development or the instrument. Second, the 
research to establish the reliability o£ the Tennessee Rating 
Guide is presented. Third, the erforts to validate the in­
strument are reported. Included in Appendix A is a copy or 
the February, 1957, revision or the Tennessee Rating Guide. 
The reader is invited to inspect this instrument in connec­
tion with the discussion which rollows: 
Development of the Tennessee Rating Guide 
Basic to the development or the Tennessee Rating Guide 
was the assumption that the behavioral characteristics ror 
effective and/or inerfective school administrators could be 
identified and stated. Furthermore, it was assumed that a 
s chool administrator would be more et£ective and render a 
greater service it he rollowed a pattern of democratic leader­
ship rather than utiliz ing other methods. 
There were two documents whi ch were rather basic to 
the development o£ the Tennessee Rating Guide. First, a 
report or the May, 1951, work-conference of the Southern 
State s Cooperative Program in Educat ional Administration 
liste d  characteri s t i c s  which leaders in the field of e du-
I cat ional adminis tration fe l t  we re de s irable if a per son ex-
pe cted to be come an effe ct ive s chool adminis trator . Se cond , 
a report of the se cond work-conrerence of the Nat ional Con-
terence ot Profe s sors of Educational Adminis tration se t forth 
certain characteri stics  which were de eme d  pertinent to the 
problem. Ba sed on the mate rial , contained in the se two re -
ports the s tart of the Department of Educ ational Adminis -
trat ion and Supervi s ion of the Univers ity of Tenne ssee  se ­
le cted ,  refined,  re state d, and clas s ifie d  certain pe rtinent 
charac teristic s ,  de velop ing a rating de vice whi ch was de s ig­
nate d as " the rating guide . "  This ins trument was  then sub ­
mitted to members of the Univers ity of Tenne s see  Dep artment 
of P sychology for sugge s tions as to how it might be improve d.  
Then the "re vise d"  Rating Guide was submitted to  various edu-
cators in the are a for rurther sugge s tions and re vised a 
se cond t ime . 1 
The instrument that emerge d as a re sult of the fore ­
mentione d  efforts was put to use in rating the operational 
characteris ti c s  or student s of e ducational admini s tration and 
s chool adminis trators . As the re search s tudie s which are 
l Jame s N. Luton, "A Study of the Use of Standardized 
Te s t s  in the Sele ction ot Potential Educ ational Adminis ­
trators " ( Unpubl i she d Ed . D .  the s is , Univers ity o f  Tenne s see , 
March 1955 ) , P ·  34· 
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dis cus sed in o ther se ct ions of thi s  chapter were comple ted,  
the Rating Guide was re vised fUrther in l ight of the re search 
e vidence . 
The Fe bruary, 1957 , rev i s ion of the Tenne s se e  Rating 
Guide , whi ch was used in this s tudy, contained the following 
se ctions under which spe cific operational characteris tic s  
we re cl as s ifie d:  
1 .  Interpersonal Relations 
2 . Intelligent Operation 
3· Emo tional Stab il ity 
4 .  E thical and Moral Strength 
5 .  Ade quacy of Communication 
6 .  Operation as a Citizen 
Rel iab il i ty of the Tenne s see Ra ting Guide 
The first  te st  of the rel iabil ity ot the Tenne ssee 
Rating Guide was reporte d by Moffe t t . 2 In conducting this 
te st  two s taff member s  sele c ted thirty people whom they 
thought . they knew well enough to rate on the Rating Guide . 
Then the two s taff members independently rated e a ch of the 
thirty pe ople sele c ted .  I t  should be no ted that the revis ion 
ot the Rating Guide util ized in the rel iab ility te s t  containe d 
2charle s R .  Moffe tt ,  " Operational Cha;acteristics  of 
Be ginning Mas ter s ' Student s in Educational Adminis tration 
and Supervis ion" ( Unpubl ished Ed . D . the s is ,  The Univers ity 
ot Tenne ssee , June 19�) , pp . 47 -49 · 
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the follow ing se ctions : 3 
1 .  Demo cratic  Operation 
2 .  Inte lligent Ope ration 
3 .  Condit ion of He alth 
4. Ethical and Moral Strength 
5 .  Adequacy of Communicat ion 
6 .  Ope rat ion as a C i t izen 
Table I ,  page 43 , contains the correlat ion coeffic ients 
of the judgment rat ings of the two s taff members . It c an b e  
no ted from this table that the corre lations , in mo st !�­
s tance s ,  we re s ignificant and it was c oncluded that for the 
mo s t  p art the Rating Guide was a rel iable ins trument when . 
used by different raters .  There we re two se c t ions of the 
Rating Guide for which the re we re ins ignificant correlat ions : 
Se ctions III and IV . 
Anothe r te s t  or rel iab il i ty was reporte d as a part of 
a s tudy conducted by Coke r . 4 Two raters , us ing the November ,  
1955, ve rs ion of the Rat ing Guide i n  which extens ive change s 
had been made in attemp ting to overcome the we akne s se s  di s ­
cove re d  by Moffe tt , made independent judgments of thirty-two 
s chool princ ipal s .  Correlation coeffic ients of the s e  
3 rbid. , pp . 50-65.  
4Phyll i s  Coke r ,  "A  Study of the Use  of the Tenne s see 
Rat ing Guide as  a Me ans - of Diffe rentiating Be tween . Effe c tive 
and Ineffe ctive School Admini s trators " ( Unpublishe d M . S .  
the s is , The Unive r s i ty of Tenne s se e , Augus t 1956 ) .  
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TABLE I 
THE CORRELATION COEFFIC IENTS OF THE JUDGMENT RATINGS OF 
THIRTY INDIVIDUALS UTILIZING THE RATING GUIDE• 
Se c tions of Coer.ficient Se c tions o.f Coe.f.ficient 
the Rating o.f the Rating o.f 
Guide Correlation Guide Correlation 
I .  - 74 IV .  :� . A  . 62 A B :W! B c c :M D · 11 D 
E .68 
F . 96 v • - 15 G • 91 A . 96 
B . 89 
I I .  · 79 c · 11 A - 72 D . 58 
B . 66 E . 60 
c - 94 F . 52 
D - 94 G - 54 E - 74 
F . 69 VI . . ?6 G - 59 A . 80 H . 65 B :ij I . !!:§.  c D · 1  
III . :� E . 86 A B 
c . 70 
D ·� 
Note : Tho se correlations which are underl ined are 
no t s ignificant . 
•source : Charle s R .  Moffe tt ,  " Operational Charac ter­
is tics  o.f Beginning Mas ters· '  Students in Educational Adminis ­
trat ion and Supervi s ion" ( URpublishe d  Ed . D .  the s is , The 
Unive rs ity o.f Tenne s se e , Knoxville , 1954 ) , p .  48. 
judgments were compute d for e ach item of the Rating Guide 
util iz ing the Pearson Product -Moment me tho d .  I t  was found 
that all of the coeffic ients of  correlat ion were significant 
at the . 01 le vel of confidence except one item in the Con­
dition of He al th se ction . 
In the Fall of 1956 ano ther rel iabil ity che ek was be ­
gun .  In c onduc ting this che ek members of  the s taff and ad­
vance d graduate s tudents in the Dep artment of Educational 
Adminis tration and Supervi s i on divide d into two -man rat ing 
te ams and rated a to tal of thirteen people . In do ing this 
the rat ing teams sele cted  pe rsons whom they fe l t  they knew 
well enough to judge on the Rating Guide . Then e ach member 
of a te am rated the person in que stion w ithout consulting the 
other member . The ratings by e ach member of the te am were 
then file d .  The torementione d pro cedure was conducte d  in 
September of 1956 and one member of e ach te am was c ons ide re d 
inexper ience d in the use of the Rating Guide . Furthermore , 
the persons chosen as sub je cts  were people with whom the 
raters probably would have no contact  be tween Sep tembe r,  1956 ,  
and Fe bruary, 1957 . 
In January of 1957 the rat ing te ams we re asked again 
to r ate the sub je cts  whom they had rate d  in Sep tember of 
1956 . This rating was conduc ted in the same manne r as the 
first  rating . The rater s  did not have an opportunity to 
view the ir pre vious rating of a sub je c t nor did the rate rs 
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have any contact with the sub je cts . Thus , it was fel t  that 
a rater would have rorgo t ten his pre vious rating or a subje c t  
and any di£re rence in the firs t and se cond rating or a sub ­
j e ct would be due to incons is tency . Furthe rmore , s ince two 
per s ons rated e ach sub j e c t  the re was an opportunity to com­
p are the agre ement be twe en raters  about a sub je c t .  
Table s I I ,  III,  and IV ,  page s 46 -49 , give the re sults  
or thi s pro je c t in te rms or pe rcentage s or  agre ement and 
difference . Table II shows , in terms of per centage s ,  the 
ex tent to which e ach judge agree d  with his first rating of a 
sub j e c t  on a se cond rat ing or the sub j e ct .  I t  can be note d 
that the percentage s of comple te agreement on item judgme nt s  
be tween the fir s t  and se cond rat ings range d from 40 . 75 pe r 
cent to 92 . 60 per cent . In . terms or the item judgments that 
showe d a di£re rence of +2 or -2 when fir s t  and se cond ratings 
we re compare d, the percentage s of diffe rence range d from 
1�. 81 per cent to 0 pe r cent wi th only twelve or the twenty­
s ix ratings show ing any percentage s or diffe rence at the +2 
or -2 level . Furthermore , an examinat ion or Table II  ahows 
that in only one ca se doe s the per centage or difference in 
exce s s  or +1 or -1 exce e d  12 per cent . That is , within +1 
or -1 the re was not le s s  than 88 pe r cent agreement in the 
i tem judgments on the rir s t  and se cond ratings in twenty-five 
out of the twenty- s ix  case s .  
Table III de al s with the pe rcentage s or agreeme nt and 
dirfe rence be tween judge s ( e ach pair of judge s repre sente d 
Judse 
1. 
2 .  
3 · 
4 · 
5 · 
TABLE II 
PERCENTAGE OF RATE AND RE-RATE AGREEMENT ( BY INDIVIDUAL JUDGES AND SUBJECTS. )  
Pe rcentage or 
Iteni Judgments 
That Were 
Ident ical on 
SubJe ct Rate and He -Rate 
A 77 - 77 
B 66 . 66 
c 74 - 08 
D 77 - 77 
E 59 . 26 
B 40 . 75 
F 48 . 1 5 
G 59 . 26 
A 92 . 60 
H 59 . 26 
I 11 · 11 
J 66 . 67 
H 44 · 45 
E 74. 08 
Percentage of Item 
Judgments That Had 
a Difference of 
+1 or -1 on 
Rate and Re -Rate 
22 . 2.3 
22 . 23 
25. 92 
2 2 . 23 
37 . 04 
48 . 14 
44- 45 
37 - 04 
7 · 40 
29 . 63 
22 . 23 
25 . 93 
37 . 04 
18 . 52 
Pe rcentage of Item 
Judgments That Had 
a Difference or 
+2 or -2 on 
Rate and Re -Rate 
3 - 70 
3 - 70 
11 . 11 
7 - 40 
3 - 70 
11 . 11 
7 · 40 
14 . 81 
7 ·40 
Percentage of Item 
Judgments That Had 
a Diffe rence of 
+3 or -3 on 
Rate and Re -Rate 
7 - 40 
.3 - 70 
� 
0' 
TABLE I I  ( continue d) 
PERCENTA GE O F  RATE AND RE -RATE A GREEMENT (BY INDIV IDUAL JUDGES A ND  SUBJECTS) 
Per centag e of Per cent age of Item Per cen tage ot I tem Per cent age  of It em 
Item Judgment s Judgment s That Had Judgments That Had Judgment s That . Had 
That Were a Diffe rence of. a Differen ce of. a Di .fference of. 
Ident ical on +1 or -1 on +2 . or -2 on +3 . or -3 on 
Judse SubJe ct Rate and He -Rat e  Rate and Re -Rate R ate and Re-Rate Rate and Re -Rate 
6 .  K 11 · 77· 22 . 23 
F 62.96 37. 04 
1 ·  L 77 . 77 22 . 23 
8 .  D 70 . 38 29 . 62 
M 51. 85 48 . 15 
G 66. 67 33 . 33  
L 51. 85 40. 7 5 7 . 40 
J 59. 26 37 . 04 3 . 10 
I 62.96 33 · 34 3 . 70 
9 ·  K 59. 26 40. 74 
M 62. 96 37 . 04 
c 66 . 67 33 . 33 
� 
TABLE III 
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN JUDGES ON FIRST RATING 
( BY PAIRED JUDGES AND SUB JECTS ) 
Percentage ot Item Percentage of Item Pe rcentage of Item Pe rcentage of Item 
Judgments in Which Judgments in Which Judgment s in Which Judgments in Which 
the Judge s Were in the Judge s Had a the Judge s Had a tha Judge s Had a 
Sub - Comple te Difference of Diffe rence or Difference of 
Judge a je c t_ � -- Agree .. n� ·-- ------4 __ __  +�J)� __ .,._l ______ _ _ _ ___ � _ _  t� ()r _ -2 4 +3 or _.3 
1 and 3 A 69 . 26 33 · 3� 7 . 40 
1 and 2 B 2 . 96 18 . 53 11 . 11 7 · 40 
1 and 9 c 33 . 33 51 . 86 11 . 11 3 · 70 
2 and 8 D 55. 56 33 · 33 11 . 11 
2 and 5 1£ 33 . 3l+ 48 . 15 11 . 11 7 · 40 
2 and 6 F 37 . 04 51 . 86 7 . 40 3 · 70 
3 and 8 G 77 · �7 22 . 23 
3 and 5 H 1� . 3 51 . 85 29 . 62 3 . 70 
3 and 8 I 4 . 15 44 · 45 3 · 70 3 · 70 
4 and 8 J 29 . 63 51 . 87 14. 80 3 · 70 
6 and 9 K 40 . 74 44. 46 14. 80 
7 and 8 L 33 · 34  59 . 26 7 . 40 
8 and 9 M 33 . 34 51 . 86 14. 80 
+=-
0> 
Sub -
Juds• • �e ct 
1 and 3 A 
1 and 2 B 
1 and 9 c 
2 and 8 D 
2 and 5 E 
2 and 6 F 
3 and 8 G 
3 and 5 H 
3 and 8 I 
4 and 8 J 
6 and 9 K 
7 and 8 L 
8 and · 9 M 
TABLE IV 
PERCENTAGE OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN JUDGES ON SEC OND RATING 
( BY PAIRED JUDGES AND SUBJECTS ) 
Percentage ot Item Percentage ot Item Percentage or Item 
Judgments in Whi ch Judgments in Which Judgments in Which 
the Judge s Were in the Judge s Had a the Judge s Had a 
Comple te D1t't'e rence ot' Diffe rence of 
As::••••nt +1 or -1 � +2 or -2 
7� · 07 25. 93 
4 . 16 40 . 74 7 ·40 
18 . 52 66 . 67 11 . 11 
77 · 77 18 . 53 3 . 70 
44 . 46 ,1 . 84 3 . 70 
59 . 26 0 . 74 
62 . 96 33 · 34 3 · 70 
48 . 16 40 . 74 7 · 40 
62 . 96 37 . 04 
18 . 52 40 . 74 40 . 74 
29 . 64 62 . 96 7 . 40 
25. 92 48 . 16 25 . 92 
59 . 26 29 . 63 11 . 11 
Percentage ot Item 
Judgments in Which 
the Judge s Had a 
Dift'erence ot' 
+J or -J 
3 . 70 
3 . 70 
3 . 70 
� 
'-0 
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one rating te am )  on the firs t rating or the sub je cts . That 
i s ,  pe rcentage s or agre ement and difference s were computed 
be twe en the item judgments or the two judge s for e ach sub­
je c t . It c an be re adily note d that within a difference ot +1 
or -1 the re wa s 80 per cent, or gre ater,  agreeme nt on the 
item judgment s  in twe lve or the thirteen case s .  Table IV 
whi ch shows the percentage or agreement and difference s be ­
twe en judge s for the se cond rating reve al s e s sentially the 
s ame re sults  as Tab le III . That i s , within +1 or -1 there 
was 85 per cent , or gre ater,  agre ement on item judgments in 
e le ven or the thirte en c ase s .  An analysi s  or the i tem judg­
ment s showed that the gre ate s t  amount or diffe rence tended  
to  b e  in the items in the Condition ot He al th Se c tion and 
Ethical and Moral Strength Se ction . This finding was con­
s i s tent with the findings ot the rel iab il ity te s t s  repor te d  
by Moffe tt and Coke r .  
The Univers ity o t  Florida used the Tenne s see  Rating 
Guide as a part or an experimental program in educational 
le adership . Each ot thirty-tour principals  in the program 
we re rate d us ing ·the Tenne s se e  Rating Guide . Four te ache r s  
acted a s  raters for e ach o r  the princ ipal s .  Tentative re ­
sul t s  have indicate d that the re was a high degre e or con­
s i s tency among the rat ings or ·the four te achers . · Further­
more , us ing the to tal s core on the Rat ing Guide it was 
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round to di s cr imina te be twee n  " go od "  and "poor" principal s . 5 
Val idity ot the Tenne s s e e  Rating Gu i de 
The re have b e en thre e s tud ie s c omple te d  relat ing to 
the v alidat ion of the Tenne s s e e  Rating Gu ide . 
In June , 1956 , Gre e ve r  reporte d an inve s t igation wh i ch 
a t temp te d  to ident ity the operational characte r i s t i c s  of p e r ­
s onne l o t  ce ntral adminis trat ive s t affs o f  s ix sele c te d  
s cho ol sys tems in E a s t  Tenne s s e e  b y  u s e  o f  a mo difie d cri t i ­
c al inc i dent appro a eh . 6 Gre e ve r  hypo the s iz e d  t o  t he  e ffe c t  
that the operat ional characte r i s t i c s  identifie d b y  s tudying 
the central s tatt s ot the s cho o l  sys tems wo uld b e  ident ifie d 
and de s cr i bed in the Rating Gu ide . In analyz ing the dat a ,  
which were gathe re d  b y  use o f  the cr i t i c al inc ide nt approa ch ,  
Gre e ve r  ab s tracte d 1 37 s t atement s o f  b e havioral charac te ri s ­
t i c s  from 178 cri t i c al inc ident s .  From the se s t atements 
Gre e ve r  c onclude d that : 
1 .  Eighty- two s t atement s of b e hav ioral charac ­
te r i s t i c s , o r  the 137 ab s trac te d from cr i t i c al in ­
c i de nt s ,  seeme d  to be rel ate d to the R a t ing Gui de . 
Swill i am D .  Spe ar s , As s i s t ant Pro fe s s o r  of Edu c a t ion , 
Unive r s ity ot Florida, pe rs onal inte rv iew , De cembe r 10 , 
19 57 .. • 
6cl arence E .  Gre e ve r ,  " A  S tudy ot the Char acte r i s t i c s  
o f  Se le c te d  Effe ct ive Superintendenc ie s i n  Eas t  Tenne s se e "  
( Unpubl i she d  Ed . D .  the s is , The Unive r s i ty of Te nne s see , June 
1956 ) . 
2 .  Fi�t�-five s tatements of behavioral char­
acterist ics , o£ the 137 ab s tracted  from criti cal 
incident s ,  appe are d no t to re late to the Ra ting 
Guide . 
3 ·  The e ighty- two statements  of behavioral 
characteris tics  which seeme d to be rel ated to the 
Rating Guide appe ared to be in harmony with the 
purpose s and philos ophy of the Rating Guide . 
�. The purpose s and philo sophy which underl ie 
the Rating Guide provide a definite and de s cr ib ­
able scope and limitat ion . 
5 .  Fifty-five s tatements ot behavioral chara c­
teristic s ,  ot the 137 ab stracte d  from critical in­
c ident s ,  which appe are d no t to relate to the 
Rating Guide , se emed to l ie outs ide the s cope and 
purpo se  of the Rating Guide . 7 
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The re se arch staff ot the Department of Educat ional 
Adminis tration . and Supervis ion of the University of Tenne s see  
re viewed further the fitty-five s tatements which Greever had 
s tate d  did no t appe ar to relate to the Rating Guide and con­
clude d that the fifty-five s tatements were no t ac tual ly 
s tatements ot b ehavioral character istics  as defined in the 
Rat ing Guide . 8 
Relative to the hypo the sis  ot the study Greever s tated:  
The spe cific findings emphas ize d that the pur ­
pose s and philo s ophy which seem to underl ie the 
Rat ing Guide provided a de finite s cope and l imita­
tion and that all ab s tracted s tatement s which 
seeme d  to be within this framework .appe ared to 
relate to the Rating Guide . Conversely, tho se 
characteristics  which se emed to . l ie outside this 
framework did no t se em appl i cable . In view of 
7Ibid. , pp . 186 -187 • 
. 8 " The Unive rs ity of Tenne s see Kellogg Re se arch Pro j e ct 
on Behavioral Charac teris tics  of Effe c tive and Ineffe ctive 
School Adminis trators - -A Progre s s  Report , "  Univers ity of 
Tenne s see , Knoxville , Tenne s see , De cember . l ,  1956 , p .  8 .  
( Multil ithe d )  
the se findings , this  s tudy vould se em to have sub ­
s t antiate d the hypo the s i s  to a cons ide rable de ­
gre e . 9 
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The maj or part o� the s tudy by Coker, 10 whi ch was re ­
porte d  in August,  1956 , was c onducte d to de te rmine the val id­
ity of the Rating Guide in different iating be tween e �fe ctive 
and ineffe c t ive s chool principal s .  In the s tudy a tour­
member c ommitte e , whi ch had int imate knowledge of the oper­
at ional behavior or  the sub j e c ts  unde r cons iderat ion, se -
le cte d  two group s e a ch c ompo sed of s ixte en princ ipals . One 
or the groups was c ompo sed or " e �fe c t ive " principals and the 
-
other group of " ine �fe ctive " princ ipal s .  Then, w ithout any 
knowle dge relative to the group s in which the princ ipal s 
we re place d by the tour-member commi ttee , a te am of two 
raters , who we re thoroughly famil iar wi th the Rat ing Guide , 
rated e ach of the thirty- two pr incipal s  utiliz ing the Ra ting 
Guide . 
Coker hypo the s ized to  the effe ct  that a p attern of 
characteristics  common to e ffe ct ive s chool pr incipal s would 
be identified and that a p attern of characte ri s t i cs common 
to ineffe ct ive s chool princ ipal s would be ident ified by 
appl ication of the Rat ing Gu ide . 11 
9Greever, � cit . , p .  188 . 
lOcoker,  � cit . 
11 Ib id . , p . 49 . 
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It was found that the Rat ing Guide as a whole cle arly 
differentiate d be tween the "effe c t ive "  group and the " in-
-
-
e ffe ctive " group . The me an s core for the " e.ffe c tive " group 
- -
on all se ctions of the Rating Guide was 4 . 3 with the range 
be ing from 4. 1 to 4. 6 . The me an s core for the " ineffe ctive " 
-
group on all se ctions of the Rating Guide was 2 . 8  with the 
2 2 12 range be ing from • to 3 . 3 .  The s core s were based on a 
one -to -five s cale with the higher s core s indicating the more 
de s irable characteri s ti cs . Due t o  low re l iab il ity, one item 
-
ot the '' Condition of He al th" se c tion was no t used in anal -
yz ing the data,  and it was re commended that this s e c t ion of 
the Rating Guide be revised. l3 
Coker concluded that the hypo the s i s  of the study had 
been prove d and that on the b as is of the s tudy the Rating 
Guide would differentiate be tween effe ctive and ineffe ctive 
s chool princ ipals . l4 
Another study to val idate the behavioral characteri s ­
t ic s  o f  s chool administrators was reported b y  Gentry in June , 
1957 .
15 The purpo se of the s tudy wa s to identify patte rns of 
12rb id. , p .  45 . 
13Ib id . , p .  53 · 
14Ibid . , p .  52 . 
15Harold w .  Gentry, "Patte rns  of Behavioral Charac ter­
is tic s Exhib ited by School Admini strators " ( Unpubl ished Ed . 
D .  the s is , Univers ity of Tenne s se e , June 1957 ) . 
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behavioral character is tics  of sele cted administrators . It 
was hypo the s i zed to the effe ct that an analys is of the data 
would re ve al a pattern or common behavioral characteri s tics  
tor effe ctive s chool administrators which would be  de c i s ively 
different from a pattern of common beha�ioral charac teristi cs  
for ineffe ct ive s chool adminis trators . l6 
To colle ct  the data the following pro cedure was use d .  
Twenty-five prote s sors of educational adminis tration from 
various parts  of the Unite d State s we re contacted and asked 
to  sele ct  three · eompe tent practicing publ ic s chool adminis -
trators to serve as "raters . " Each of the "rate r s '' was 
asked to rate one of the mo s t  effe ct ive s chool administrators 
and one of the mo s t  ineffe ct ive s chool admini s trators whom 
he knew intimately,  utiliz ing the Ra ting Guide . From the 
fore go ing there eme rge d a group or fifty-five e ffe ctive 
s chool administrators and a group of fifty-five ineffe ctive 
s chool admini strators with a rating for e ach member of bo th 
group s on the Rating Guide . l7 
From a comparative analys is  or the ratings or the two 
group s Gentry concluded the following : 
1 . The effe ctive adminis trators rated had 
common characteristics  which tend to differ­
ent iate them from the ineffe ctive adminis trators 
rate d .  
16Ibid . , pp . 88-89 . 
17 rb id . ,  pp . 90-91 . 
2 . A rating of rour or  be tter characterized 
the erre ctive adminis trator . 
3 .  While the effe ct ive adminis trators pos se s se d  
a core o f  common characteris tic s ,  they varied in 
some ins tance s in the po sse s s ion ot characte r is tics 
which were no t cons idered de s irable ror erre ctive 
administration . 
4 ·  The inerfe ctive administrators rated had 
common characteris tics which tend to dirrere ntiate 
them from the efre ctive adminis trators rate d .  
5.  A rating o r  three or le s s  characte rized the 
inerre ctive adminis trator.  
6 .  The inerre ctive admini strator s ' ratings 
varied widely e spe c ially within a one to three 
range . 
7 .  The pre ceding conclus ions , when viewed as a 
whole , sugge s t  the general conclus ion that the hy­
pothe s i s  which gave dire ct ion to this study has 
8 been sub stantiated to a re latively high degree . l 
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Sehm1tt19 has comple ted the colle ction or data for a 
stud,.- re lat.ing to the val id! ty of the Rating Guide . In this 
study behavioral characteris tics  we re extracte d from criti cal 
incidents colle cted rrom twent,.--tour princip al s  in the East  
Tenne s see  are a .  Unknown t o  the inve s tigator an independent 
committee had judge d twel ve of  the princip als  to be "etre c­
tive " and twe lve to be " ine ffe ctive . "  The pro blem was  t o  
� 
-
identiry a pattern or behavioral characteri s t ics  ror the 
efre ct ive principals and for the ineffe ctive pr incipal s . 
It was hypothe s ized that the re would be a s ignific ant differ­
ence in the behavioral p atte rn or the e r:fe ctive pr incipal s 
and the ineffe ctive princ ipal s .  Furthermore , it  was 
v 18 4 Ibid . , pp . 9 -95. 
19Le onard R. Schmitt, Princ ipal , Hamilton County School 
System, pers onal interview , November 20 , 1957 ·  
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hypothe s iz e d  that the behavioral charac teris tics of the ef­
fe c t ive princ ipal s would show a high correlation with the 
s tatement s of effe ctive characteris tics round in the Tenne s see 
Rating Guide and that the behavioral characteris tics  of the 
ineffe ctive principal s would show a high correlation w ith the 
s tatements of ineffe ctive characteristics  found in the 
Tenne ssee Rat ing Guide . 
Tentative re sul ts from this s tudy have indicate d that 
the hypothe se s have been sub s tan�iated to a relatively high 
de gre e . That i s , the group judged to be effe ctive showed a 
patte rn of behavioral characteristics  s ignificantly different 
from the ineffe ctive group . Furthermore , a high de gree of 
cons i s tency was found b� tween the behavior patte rns and the 
characteris tics  de s cribed in the Tenne s see  Rating Guide . In 
general the tentative re sul ts of this s tudy are cons istent 
with the findings of Greever20 and Gentr�. 21 
Chapter SUDilllary 
Chapter I I I  has pre sented a brier hi s tor� of the 
Tenne s see Rating Guide and a review of the efforts  relative 
to e stablishing the re l iabil ity and val idity of the ins tru­
ment . The Fe bruary, 1951 revis ion or the Tenne s see  Rating 
20Greeve r ,  � c i t .  
21Gentr,-,  � E.!!.:. 
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Guide_ emerge d  as a re sult of the re search discus sed in this 
chap ter.  In the Fe bruary, 1957 , revis ion or  the Ra ting Guide, 
Se ctions III and IV which were entitled Condition or Health 
and Ethic al and Moral Strength were given clo se at tention . 
The Condit ion or He al th Se ction was e l iminate d as  b e ing be ­
yond the s cope or the Rating Guide and the Ethi cal and Moral 
Strength Se ction was re -written . 
CHAPTER IV 
THE PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST BATTERY 
The psychological te s t  bat tery adminis tere d to e ach 
of the sele cted s chool adminis trators in the pre sent s tudy 
cons i s te d  o£ seven te sts . Chapter I gave an enumerat ion of 
the te s ts , a di s cus s ion of the re asons for the ir inclusion 
in the b attery,  and a de s cript ion of the conditions under 
whi ch the te s t s  we re admini s tere d .  The findings from the 
p sychological te st  bat tery are reporte d in Chapter  V .  Thus , 
the information which follows deal s only with a de s cription 
of �ee seven · te s ts use d  in the pre s ent study . 
Allport -Vernon-Lindzay Study of Value s .  This scale 
- i s  de s igne d to me asure the dominant intere s t s  or mo t ive s in 
personality .  Base d on Edward Spanger ' s  Type s o£ Men, which 
theorize s that men ' s  personal it ie s  are be s t  known by a study 
o£ the ir value s or e valuative attitude s ,  the te s t  aims to 
me asure the rel ative prominence o£ s ix bas ic  intere s t s :  the 
theore tical , e conomi c ,  ae s the tic , s o c ial , pol i tical , and 
rel igious . 
The dominant intere st  of the theore tical man is  the 
dis covery of truth, thus he seeks to o b serve and re ason.  
He  is emp irical ,  critical ,  an d  rational . His chief aim in 
l ife is  to· order and systemati ze his knowle dge . The e conomi c 
man is  primarily inte re s te d  in what i s  useful . He is a 
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"practical "  man and has intere s t s  in the arfairs of the bus i-
ne s s  world . The ae s the tic man see s  his highe s t  value in form 
and harmony . Such an individual f inds his gre ate s t  ple asure s 
in the art i s t ic aspe cts  of lite . The individual who se domi -
nant inte re s ts are in the so c ial cate gory place s a gre at de al 
ot value on love of pe ople . In its  pure s t  form the soc ial 
inte re s t  i s  selfle s s  and tends to approach very clo sely to 
the rel igious  attitude . The pol itical man i s  chiefly inter ­
e s te d  in powe r .  Such a man enjoys compe tit ion and s truggle 
and wishe s  for pers onal power and influence . The re l igious 
man is mys tical . He place s his highe st value on "unity . "  
That is , he seeks to comprehend the cosmo s as  a whole  and 
re late himse lf to the totality . l 
Cooperative Engl ish Te at ( Me chanics and Effe ctivene s s  
of Expre s s ion ) . Thi s  is a te s t  of s cholas tic ap titude and 
achievement . The Me chanic s  p art of the te s t  is de s igned to 
me asure a person ' s knowle dge of grammar , punctuat ion, capi­
tal i zat ion, an d  spelling . The Effe ctivene s s  of Expre ss ion 
part of the te st  is de s igne d  to me asure a person ' s abil ity 
in the are as of sentence s truc ture and s tyle , diction,  and 
organi zation . Bo th parts or the te s t  are de s igne d to me asure 
lGordon W .  Allport , e t  al . ,  Study or Value s - A Scale 
for Me asurin the Dominant Intere s t  in Personal it ( Bos ton : 
Houg t on- f n Company, 9 Manus re ctions ) 
the skill s bel ie ve d  ne ce s s ary ror ade quate communication . 2 
Edwards Pe rsonal Prefe rence Sche dule . This ins tru-
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ment is de s igned to me asure the relative s trength of fifte en 
pe rsonal ity variable s .  The variable s are cons ide re d to be 
normal and independent of each o ther . The name s of e ach of 
the fifte en variable s with a brief de s cript ion of the mani -
fe s t  nee ds as soc iate d with e ach are as follows : 
1 .  ach Achievement : To do one ' s  be s t ,  to be  
suc ce s sful, to accomplish tasks re quiring skill 
and effort,  to be a re cogni ze d authority,  to ac­
compl ish some thing of gre at s ignificance , to do a 
diffi cult job  well , to s olve diffi cul t pro blems 
and puzzle s ,  to be  able to do things be tter than 
o thers , to write a gre at novel or play . 
2 .  def De ference : To ge t sugge s tions from 
others , to rind out what othe r s  think , to follow 
ins tructions and do what is  expe cte d, to praise 
o thers , to tell others  that they have done a good 
j o b ,  to ac cept the leadership of o thers , to c on­
form to cus tom and avo id the unconventional , to 
le t others make de c i s ions . 
3 .  ord Order : To have written work ne at and 
organized; to make plans be fore s tarting a diff i ­
cul t task, to have things organize d ,  t o  ke ep things 
ne at and orderly, to make advance plans when taking 
a trip , to organi ze de tails of work , to keep le tters 
and file s ac cording to some sys tem, to  have me al s 
organize d  and a definite time tor e ating, to have 
things arrange d so that they run smoo thly w ithout 
change . 
4 .  exb Exhib it ion: To s ay witty and cle ve r  
things , �  tell amusing j oke s  and s tor ie s ,  to t alk 
about pe rsonal adventure s and expe rie nce s ,  to have 
o the rs no tice and comment upon one ' s  appearance , to 
say things jus t  to see  what e ffe ct  it w ill have on 
o thers , to talk about personal achieveme nts ,  t.o b e  
the center of attent ion, to use wo rds that o thers 
do not know the me aning of, to ask que s t ions 
o ther s  canno t answe r .  
5 .  aut Autonomy: To be able to come and go as 
de s ired;-to s ay what one thin�s ab out things ,  to be 
independent of o ther s  in making de c i s ions , to feel  
fre e to  do  what one want s ,  to  do  things tha t are un­
convent ional , to avo id s i tuations where one i s  ex -
. pe c te d to conform, to do things wi thout re gard to 
what o thers  may think, to cri ti c i ze those  in po s i ­
t ions of authority, to avo id re spons ibil itie s and 
obl igations . 
6 .  atf Affil ia t ion: To be loyal to friends , 
to partiCipate In friendly groups , to do things 
for fr iends , to form new friend ship s ,  to make as 
many friends as po s s ible , to share things with 
friends , to do things with friends rathe r than 
alone , to form s trong atta chments , to write 
le tters to friends . 
7 . int Intraception: To analyze one ' s mot ive s 
and fee!Ings , to o b se rve o the r s , to under s tand how 
o thers fe e l  about pro blems , to put one ' s self in 
ano ther ' s  pl ace , to judge pe ople by why they do 
things rather than by what they do , to analyze the 
behavior of othe r s , to analyze the mo tive s of o the r s ,  
to pre di c t  how o the r s  will ac t .  
8 .  sue Suc corance : To have o thers provide he lp 
when in trouble ,  to seek encouragement from o thers , 
to have othe r s  be kindly, to have others  be sympa­
the t i c  and unde r s tanding about personal pro blems , to 
re ce ive a gre at de al of affe ction from o the r s ,  to 
have o thers do favors cheerfully, to be  helpe d by 
o the r s  when depre s sed,  to have o the rs  fee l  s orry 
when one is s i ck, to have a fus s made ove r  one when 
hurt . 
9 . dom Dominance : To argue for one ' s po int of 
view , to-be a le ader in group s to which one be longs , 
to be re garde d by o thers a s  a le ade r ,  to be ele cte d  
o r  appo inte d ehair.man o f  committe e s ,  t o  make group 
de c i s ions , to se ttle arguments and d ispute s be tween 
o the r s , to persuade and influence o the r s  to do what 
one want s ,  to supervise and dire ct the act ions of 
others , to tell o thers  how to do the ir job s . 
10 . ab a Ab asement : To fe e l  guilty when one 
doe s something wrong, to a c cept blame when things do 
no t go right , to fe e l  that pe rsonal pain and mi sery 
suffe red doe s more good than harm, to fe e l  be tte r  
when giving iri and avo iding a fight than when having 
one ' s own way, to fe el  the ne ed tor confe s s ion of 
err9rs , to fe el  depre s se d  by the inab il i ty to handle 
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s i tuations , to fe el timid in the pre s ence of 
superiors , to fee l  infe rior to others in mo s t  
re spe cts . 
11 . nur Nur turance : To he lp friends when 
they are-In trouble , to as s i st others  le ss  �ortu­
nate , to tre at others with kindne s s  and sympathy, 
to forgive o thers , to do small £avors tor o thers , 
to be  gene rous with others , to sympathi ze with 
othe r s . who are hurt or s i ck,  to show a gre at de al 
o� affe ction toward others , to have o thers  confide 
1n one about personal pro blems . 
12 . erg Change : To do new and diffe rent things 
to trave , to mee t  new pe ople , to expe rience novel ­
ty and change 1n daily rout ine , to experiment and 
try new things , to eat in new and diffe rent place s ,  
to try new and diffe rent job s ,  to move about the 
country and l ive in dif�e rent pl ace s ,  to partici­
pate in new fads and fashions . 
13 ·  end Endurance : To kee p  at a job  unt il it 
i s  finisned, to comple te any job  undertaken,  to 
work hard at a task, to keep at a puzzle· or pro b ­
lem until i t  i s  solved,  t o  work a t  a s ingle .J ob 
be fore taking on o thers , to put in long hours ot 
work without distract ion, to s ti ck at a problem 
e ven though it may seem as if no progre s s  is be ing 
made , to avo id be ing interrup ted while at work . 
14 . he t He tero sexual ity: To go out with mem­
be rs  ot�e opposite sex , to engage in soc ial 
ac tivit ie s with the oppo s ite sex , to be in love 
with some one of  the oppo s ite sex , to kis s  tho se of 
the oppo s i te sex, to be regarded as physically at­
tractive by tho se of . the oppo s i te sex , to partici­
pate in dis cus s ions about s ex , to  re ad books and 
pl ays involving sex ,  to l i s ten to or tell joke s  in­
volving sex, to be come sexually excite d .  
15. � Agfre s s ion: To attack contrary points 
of view;-to te 1 others what one thinks about them, 
to cr itic ize o the rs publicly, to make fun of o the r s , 
to tell others ott when dis agree ing with them, to 
ge t revenge ror insul t s ,  to be come angry, to blame 
othe r s  when things go wrong , to re ad newspaper ac­
counts of  violence . 3  
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Miller Analogie s Te s t .  This  te s t  was developed for 
the purpose of me asuring s cholas t i c  aptitude at the graduate 
3Allen L. Edwards , Edwards Personal Prefe rence Sche dule 
( New York: The P sychological Corporation, 19�) , p .  5. 
( Manual of Dire c tions ) 
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s chool level . It con s i sts  ot one hundre d analogie s covering 
a wide var ie ty of fields of learning . The te s t  i s  pre domi ­
nantly verbal in characte r .  I t  has a time l imi t o r  fifty 
minute s ,  howe ver, the spe e d  factor i s  said to be of ne gl i ­
gible importance . Thus , it i s  e s sent ially a power te s t .  
The te s t  s core s correlate ve ry highly w i th s core s o f  so­
called " intell igence " te s t s . It is  a re s tricte d  te s t  and 
is ava il able only through l i censed te s t ing centers . 4 
Minne sota Te acher Attitude Inventory. Thi s ins trument 
cons i s ts ot 150 s tateme nts involving a wide varie ty of ide as 
which de al large ly with children ' s behavior and clas sroom 
s i tuat ion s . The te s tee  mus t  re spond to each item indicating 
some de gree o£ agreement or disagreement .  It is de s igne d 
to me asure attitude s on a demo crat i c - auto crat i c  continuum. 
A te acher ranking at the high end of the s cale is  as sume d 
to be able to maintain with pupils harmonious relation-
ship s characte rized by mutual affe ction and sympathe tic  
unde r s tanding . A te ache r who ranks at  the o ther end or the 
s cale is  as sume d to be one who attemp t s  to dominate the 
clas sroom and cre ate s an atmo sphe re of tens ion,  fe ar, and 
submi s s ion . As  can be no te d from the fore go ing, the pr imary 
purpose  or the inventory i s  to pre d i ct how well a te ache r  
�ank S .  Freeman, The ory and Practice or P a�cholog1 -
cal Te sting ( New York: Henry Holt and Company, 195 ) ,  p .  
234. 
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will ge t along with pup ils in interpe rsonal relations . Al s o ,  
i t  i s  fel t  that the inventory will indire c tly predict  how 
we ll a pe rson will be s atisfied wi th te aching as a profe s ­
s ion . 5 
Thurs tone Tempe rament Sche dule . The s che dule was 
de vised to r the purpo se ot a s se s s ing the normal pe rsonal ity 
traits  tha t are rel ative ly s table . It exclude s tho se traits  
whi ch re fle ct  re cent s o c ial experience , soc ial ident ifi-
cation, dis turb ing expe rience s ,  or expo sure to propaganda . 
The author emphas ize s that the s che dule is no t  de s igne d for 
psychoti c or neurot i c  pe rsons , but to de scribe how normal , 
well -ad jus te d people differ from e ach o the r .  
The s che dule cons ist s o f  140 que s tions about l ike s ,  
dislike s ,  pre fe rence s ,  and hab its  in e ve ryday l ife . The 
te s tee mus t de c ide the de gree to which the que stions de s cribe 
him by answe ring "ye s , " "no , " or " ? "  to e ach que s t ion. 
The s che dule purports to me asure seven are as of 
tempe rame nt . The are as covere d  and a brie f de scription of 
e ach are as  follow s : 
Act ive ( A ) . A person s cor ing high in this are a 
usually works and move s rap idly . He is re s tle s s  
whenever he has t o  b e  quie t .  He like s  t o  be  " on 
the go " and tends to hurry . He usually spe aks , 
walks , write s ,  drive s ,  and works rap idly,  e ven 
when the se activitie s do not demand spe e d .  
Vigorous ( V ) . A person with a high s core in 
this are a participate s in phys ical sport s ,  work re ­
quiring the use of his hands and ths use or tool s ,  
and outdoor o ccupat ions . The are a emphasize s phy­
s ical activity us ing large mus cle group s and gre at 
expendi ture of ene rgy .  This  trait is  often de ­
s cribed as "mas cul ine , "  but many women and girl s 
will s core hi h in this are a .  
r. ul a ive I ) .  High s core s in thi s are a indi ­
cate a appy-go-lucky, dare -de vil , care fre e ,  ac ting­
on-the -spur-of- the -moment di spos ition. The person 
make s de c i s ions quickly, enjoys  compe tition, and 
change s e as ily from one task to ano ther . The de ­
c is ion to act or change is quick re gardle s s  or 
whe ther the pe rson move s slowly or rap idly ( Active ) ,  
or enjoys or disl ike s s trenuous pro je ct s  ( Vigorous ) .  
A pe rson who doggedly "hangs on" when act ing or 
thinking is typically low in this are a .  · 
Dominant ( D ) .  Pe ople sco�ing high on this factor 
think or themselve s as l e aders , c apable or taking 
init ia�ive and re spons ib ility .  They are not domi­
neering, e ven though they have le adership ab ility . 
They enjoy public spe aking, organiz ing soc ial ac ­
t ivi t ie s ,  promo ting new pro je ct s ,  and persuading 
o thers . They are the one s who would pro bably take 
charge of the s ituat ion in ease of an accident . 
Stable E for emo tionall s table ) .  Persons who 
have h gh stab e score s uaua y are che erful and 
have an even d ispo s ition . The y c an relax in a 
no isy room, and they remain calm in a cri s is . They 
claim that they can di sre gard distractions while 
s tudying. They are no t irri tate d if interrupte d 
when concentrating, and they do not fre t about 
daily chore s .  They are not annoye d by le aving a 
task unfinished or by having to f inish it by a de ad­
l ine . 
Sociable ( S ) . Pe rsons with high s core s  in thi s  
are a enjoy the . company ot o thers ,  make rriend s  
e as ily, and are sympathe tic , c oope rative , and agree ­
able in their rel ati ons with people . Strangers 
re adily tell them about pe rs onal trouble s .  
Refle ctive ( R ) . High s core s in thi s  are a indi­
cate that a person like s me ditative and refl e ctive 
thinking and en j oys de al ing with theore tical rather 
than practical problems . Self-examination i s  char­
ac teristic  of refle ctive persons . The se pe ople are 
usually quie t ,  work alone , and enj oy work that re ­
quire s ac curacy and tine de tail . They often take 
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on more than they c an finish, 6and they would ra the r plan a job  than carry it  out . 
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Watson-Glaser Cri t ic.al Thinking Apprai s al . Thi s  i s  
an ins trument which i s  intende d t o  evaluate an individual ' s  
· ab il i t ie s to think critically and al s o  to as s i s t  him in 
rurther de ve lop ing such ab il itie s .  It is  a non-t ime d, 
nine ty-nine item device compo sed of five sub -te s ts . Each 
sub - te s t  is intende d to me asure a diffe rent fac tor rel ate d 
to the to tal concep t  of er iti�al thinking . The 8Ub - te s t s  
along with the purpo se and a brie.f de s crip tion o f  e aeh are 
as follows : 
Infe rence - Thi s  sub -te s t  i s  de s igne d to me asure an 
individual ' s  abil ity to de te rmine the de gre e of truth or 
fal s ity of certain infe rence s drawn from a given s e t  of 
fact s . It  i s  compo sed of rour se ts  of .fac ts w i th five pro -
po sed infe rence s for e a ch s e t  of fact s . 
Re cognit ion or as sumpt ions - Thi s  sub - te s t  is in­
tende d to me asure the ab il ity of an individual to re cogni ze 
uns tate d as sumptions in a given serie s of s tateme nt s . The re 
are six s tatement s with two or thre e proposed as sumptions 
for e ach . The te s tae mus t de c ide whe the r e ach or the pro -
po sed as sump tions is  made . 
1 -
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Deduct ion - This sub -te st cons i s ts of e ight exerci se s 
compose d of two premise s e ach. Each exercise i s  followed by 
certain propo sed conclus ions . The te s tee must de cide whe ther 
the propo se d conclus ions follow from the premi se s given .  It 
i s  de s igne d to sample the ab il ity to re ason deductively from 
a given se t of data . 
Interpre tat ion - This  se ction i s  intende d to s ample 
the ab il ity to we igh evidence and de te rmine whe ther given 
inference s are warranted beyond a re asonable doub t .  I t  is 
compo s e d  of e ight short paragraphs , e aeh of which is followe d 
by propo sed infe rence s .  The te stee  must  de cide whe the r e aeh 
or the propose d infe rence s follows beyond a re as onable doub t .  
Evaluation of arguments - This  sub -te s t  is intende d 
to me asure an individual ' s  ability to distinguish be twe en 
arguments that are strong and important to the is sue in 
que s t ion and tho se that are not .  It cons i s t s  o f  a se rie s 
of i s sue s each of which is  followe d by thre e or four argu-
ments .  The te s tae mus t  de c ide which arguments are s trong 
and which are we ak. 
The to tal ins trument tends to corre late around . 45 
with various me asure s of intell igence . 7 
7 Goodwin Watson and Edward M .  Glase r, Wat son-Glase r 
Critical Thinking Appraisal ( Yonkers-on-Hudson: World Book 
( Manual of Dire ctions ) 
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Chap ter Summary 
Chapter IV has given a de s crip tion or e ach or the p sy­
chologi cal te s t s  use d in the pre sent s tudy . The seven te s t s  
re ve aled  a to tal o f  thirty-three s core s .  As a whole they 
at temp ted  to me asure a person ' s value s ,  ab ility in written 
communication, temperament , s chol as t ic apt i tude , attitude 
toward the te aching profe s s ion, and critical thinking ab il ­
�ty . 
Chap ter V,  which rollows , pre sents a comparison be ­
tween the p sychologi cal te s t  s core s and ratings on the 
Tenne s se e  Rat ing Guide . 
CHAPTER V 
THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST SCORES 
AND RATINGS ON THE TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE 
Introduction 
The re ader is  reminded that in efre ct the central 
purpose of the pre sent s tudy was to  de termine the value of a 
sele cted batte ry ot psychological te s ts for predicting a 
person ' s effe ctivene s s  as a s chool adminis trator as me asured 
by a field rat ing on the Tenne s see  Rating Guide . In col ­
le cting the data for the pre sent s tudy thirty-five publ ic 
s ehool adminis trators were sele c te d ,  adminis tered the se -· 
le cte d  psychologi cal te s t  b attery ,  and ·rate d on the Tenne s ­
s e e  Ra t ing Guide . The sele cted p sychologi cal te s t  b attery 
include d the following te s ts : 
Cooperative Engl ish Te st  ( Me chanic s  and Effe c t ivene s s  
or EXpre s sion 
Watson-Gl aaer Critical Thinking Apprai sal 
Miller Analogie a Te s t  
Minne sota Te acher Atti tude Inventory 
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s 
Thurs tone Temperament Sche dule 
· Edwards Personal Preference Sche dule 
The re ader is referred to Chapter IV for a de s crip tion 
of the te s ts .  Containe d in Appendix A is a copy of the 
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cr ite rion, the Tenne ssee  Rating Guide . For Rating Guide 
Se ctions I,  I I ,  V, VI , and the Tot al Rating Guide the admin­
is trators we re divide d into "upper , " "middle , " and " lower, " 
group s according to the ir ave rage ratings on the items con­
tained in e ach or the se categorie s .  For Rating Guide Se c­
tions III  and IV it was pos s ible to divide the adminis trators 
into only "upper " and " lower"  groups according to the ir ave r-
age ratings . Containe d in Appendix B are the te s t  s core s or 
the adminis trators according to the group s in which they 
we re place d .  
In order to de termine the rel ationships whi ch exi s te d  
be twsen the te s t  s core s and ratings on the Tenne s se e  Rating 
Guide it was ne ce s s ary to util i ze two s tat i s ti cal te chnique s ;  
the Kruskal -Wall is  one -way analys is or variance and the Mann­
Whitney U te s t .  The remainder o f  this chapter i s  devo ted to 
the re sults  ob taine d through the use of the se te chnique s .  
Re l ationship s Be tween P sychological Te s t  Score s  
and Ratings on Rating Guide Se ctions I ,  II ,  
V ,  VI  and the Total Rating Guide 
For Rating Guide Se c tions I ,  II ,  V ,  VI and the To tal 
Rating Guide the Kruskal -Wall is te chnique was us e d .  This  
te chnique reve al s tt H" score s which were compute d be twe en 
. 
e a ch of the forementione d categorie s ot the Ra t ing Guide 
and e ach group ot p sychologic al te s t  s core s ,  of whi ch the re 
' 
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were thirty-three .  An H s core or 5 . 99 or gre ater me ant ,  at 
the . 05 leve l  of confidence , that the re was a genuine differ­
ence in the populations from which the data were gathe re d .  
Thus it  can b e  conclude d that there was a s ignificant differ­
ence , at the . 05 leve l  of confidence , in the "uppe r , " "middle , "  
and "lower"  groups te s t  perrormanee for e very c ase in wh ich 
the H s core was 5 . 99 or gre ater . For such a difference to  be 
s ignificant at the . 01 le ve l  of conridence it was ne ce s s ary 
for the H s core to be 9 . 21 or gre ate r . 
Table s V ,  VI, VII ,  and VIII,  page s 73-78 ,  pre sent the 
H s core s be tween the sele c te d  te s t s  and Rating Guide Se ctions 
I, I I ,  V and VI and the Total Rating Guide . Containe d in 
Table IX, page s 80-81 , are the me an and me dian s core s tor 
· the ttuppe r , " "middle , '' and ''lower "  groups on the psychological 
te sts  that were found to be signifi cant ror Rating Guide 
Se c tions I ,  I I ,  V ,  VI and the To tal Rating Guide . A review 
of the H s core s  shows tha t there were fourteen ins tance s out 
of 1 65 po s s ib il itie s in which the H s core s were s ignificant . 
To give the re ade r  a be tter unde rs tanding of the dat a  
e ach psychological te s t  and its  relationship s to  Rating 
Guide Se c t ions I ,  II,  V, VI and the To tal Rating Guide will 
be dis cus s e d  individually.  Furthermore , for e ach case in 
which a te s t  was round to  be s ignifi cantly rel ate d to any of 
the torementioned cate gorie s of the Rating Guide the me an 
s core s of e ach group will be d i s cusse d .  
TABLE V 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORES FOR CERTAIN PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS ( BY CERTAIN 
SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE AND BY THE TOTAL GUIDE ) 
Cooperative Coope rat ive 
Engl ish Engl ish Wat s on-Glaser Mille r  
Rat ing G_uide __ ( l-{fl)_�ha:gi_��L- _(lx_p_:r_�2!-�JJ��:n._)_ Crj__t ic:a.l .. Thinking Analogie • 
Se ction I 4 - 42 7 - 71* 5 . 00 4- 52 
Se ction II  . 36 2 .46 1 . 19 . 17 
Se c tion V 1 . 38 1 . 53 2 . 51 . 84 
Se c t ion VI . 81 . 93 3 - 23 2 . 46 
To tal Rating . 83 3 . 18 Guide 3 . 21 . 66 
Minne sota 
Te acher 
Attitude 
1 . 77 
. 67 
- 74 
. 21 
. 68 
No te : An asterisk indicate s that the H s core i s  s ignificant at the . 05 leve l 
or confidence .  
-J 
\.t.J 
TABLE VI 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORES FOR THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY STUDY OF VALUES 
( BY CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE AND BY THE TOTAL GUID� ) 
Ratins Guide Theore tical Economic Ae sthe tic Social Politi cal Rel igious 
Se ction I . 01 4 - 21 . 62 · 13 1 . 96 5 - 49 
Se ction II 2 . 91 4- 85 3 - 46 . 92 - 39 3 - 30 
Se ction V . 02 2 . 36 2 . 39 - 39 . 06 . 28 
Se ction V I  . 71 3 . 16 2 . 02 . 67 . 66 . 58 
To tal Rat ing 
Guide 1 . 36 3 - 39 1 . 28 - 47 3 . 22 6 . 25* 
r 
Note : An as te r i sk indicate s that the H s c o re is significant at the . 05 level 
or confidence . 
-.J 
.p:-
TABLE VII 
4 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORES FOR THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT SCHEDULE 
( BY CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE AND BY THE TOTAL GUIDE ) 
Ratins Guide Active Visoroua Impul s ive Dominant Stable So c iable Reflec tive 
. 
Se ction I - 72 2 . 85 1 . 59 . 16 . 84 . 99 - 47 
Se ction II 2 . 68 2 . 42 2 . 15 1 . 44 2 . 82 3 - 87 3 - 52 
Se ct ion V . 41 4. 88 . 85 6 . 40* 4 - 71 3 - 83 1 . )8 
Se c t ion VI . 65 6 . 59* . 28 5 . 65 5- 55 6 .  27·• 1 . 87 
Total Rat ing 
Guide . 93 - 77 1 . 69 . 07 1 . 78 1 . 07 . 11 
Note : An as terisk indic ate s that the H s core i s  s ignificant at the . 05 leve l  
o f  confidence . 
� 
\n 
TABLE VIII 
]CRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORES FOR THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE 
( BY . CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE AND BY THE TOTAL GUIDE ) 
Rat iag Gu ide Achie veme nt De terence Orde r Exhi b i t ion Autonoy 
Se c t ion I 5 - 04 3 . 00 7 - 95* 1 . 80 3 - 78 
Se c t ion II 2 . 47 1 . 86 2 . 15 3 - 14 2 . 51 
Se c t ion V 1 . 70 5 . 00 3 - 93 - 57 3 - 29 
Se ction VI . 98 1 . 7 8 3 . 30 1 . 51 3 . 00 
To tal Rat ing 
Guide . 76 2 . 83 5. 88 . 82 3 . 80 
No te : An asterisk indi cate s that the H s core is s ignif icant at the . 05 level 
of con.f idence . 
-.J 
0' 
TABLE VIII ( cont inue d ) 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORE S  FOR THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE 
(BY CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE AND BY THE TOTAL GUIDE ) .  
Rating Guide Atril 1at 1on Intracept ion Succorance Dominance Abasement 
Se ction I J . JO 8 . 65* 2 . 50 . 61 5 . 48 
Se c tion II . 62 7 · 47* 1 . 48 1 . 00 ) . 09 
Se c tion V . 04 7 · 83* 4. 72 . 28 . 23 
Se ction VI 1 . 40 3 . 13 . 51 2 . 68 . 97 
To tal Rating 
5. 55 7 . 66* 4· 35 . 48 Guide 2 . 30 
Note : An a s te ri sk indicate s that the H s core is s ignifi cant at the . 05 le ve l  
o t  confidence . 
-:J 
-:J 
TABLE VIII ( cont inued ) 
KRUSKAL-WALLIS H SCORES FOR THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE 
( BY CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE AND BY THE TOTAL GUIDE ) 
Rat ing Guide Nurturance Change Endurance He tero sexual ity Aggre s s ion 
Se ction I 1 . 03 . 36 6 . 01* 4· 69 3 - 36 
Se ction II 1 . 96 1 . 97 6 . 43* 1 . 62 1 . 47 
Se ction V 1 . 12 . 96 2 . 89 3 - 94 5 - 55 
Se ction VI . 27 . 48 7 - 52* 3 - 56 1 . 71 
To tal Rating 
2 . 18 8 . 40* Guide •27 4 . 61 J . 22 
No te : An as terisk indic ate s that the H s core is  s igni£icant at the . 05 le vel  
of confidence . 
-J 
CX> 
Cooperative Engl ish Te at  ( Me chanics and Erfe ctiveness  of 
Expre ss ion ) 
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The C ooperative Engl ish Te s t  ( Me chanic s ) did no t re ­
late s ignifi cantly with any ot the forementione d cate gorie s 
ot the Rating Guide . However ,  it can be seen from Table V ,  
page 7 3 ,  that there was a s ignificant relat ionship be twe en 
Se ction I ,  Inte rpersonal Relations , and the Cooperative Eng­
l iah Te at  (Expre ss ion ) . That i s ,  this te st  appe ared to dif­
fe rentiate be tween 'the "upper, " "middle , " and "l ower" groups 
on Se ction I of the Rat ing Guide . The Cooperative Engl ish 
Te s t (Expre ss ion ) me asure s a person ' s  ab il ity in sentence 
structure and s tyle , diction, and organi zat ion . An exami­
nation of Table �� page s 80-81 , shows that on this te st  the 
me an s core tor the "uppe r" group we.s 44 . 30 ,  for the "middle " 
-
group 34. 30 ,  and tor the n lower" group 35. 80 . 
Wataon-Glaser Criti cal Thinking Apprai s al, Miller Analogie s 
Te s t, and Minne sota Te ache r Attitude Inventory 
Table V,  page 73,  indi cate s that there we re no s ig­
nifi cant re lationship s be tween the Watson - Glaser Cr it ic al 
Thinking Appraisal , Miller Analogie s Te s t ,  and the Minne sota 
Te acher Attitude Inventory and Rating Guide Se ctions I ,  II , 
V ,  VI, and the To tal Rating Guide . In other words , the se 
te s t s  did no t appear to diffe rentiate be twe en the groups tor 
the forement ioned cate gorie s ot the Tenne s se e  Ra ting Guide . 
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TABLE IX 
SIGNIFICANT MEAN AND MEDIAN SCORES ( H  > 5 .  99 ) OF " UPPER , "  
"MIDDLE , "  AND "LOWER" GROUPS ON CERTAIN P SYCHOLOGICAL -
TESTS ( BY CERTA IN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE 
AND BY THE TOTAL GUIDE ) 
Signi£ieant Me an Score s Me dian Score s 
Re l ationah1Es UEEer R!da:!e tower 11EEer M!dd!e !:ower 
Se c t ion I and Co-
ope rative Engl i sh 
( Expre s s ion ) 44. 30 34 . 30 35. 80 45 . 50 32. 00 35 . 00 
Se ction I and Ed-
wards Per sonal 
Pre rerence Sche d-
ule ( Orde r ) 10 . 10 13 . 20 17 . 00 10 . 00 12 . 50 17 . 00 
Se ction I and Ed-
wards Personal 
Prere rence Schedule 
( Intraception ) 17 . 40 18 . 85 23 . 80 17 . 50 18 . 50 23 . 00 
Se ction I and Ed-
wards Pe r s onal 
Prefe rence Schedule 
(Endurance ) 14. 00 14 . 25 19 . 60 15. 00 14. 00 20 . 00 
Se ction II and Ed-
wards Personal 
Prefe rence Sche dule 
( Intracep t ion ) 17 . 29 20 . 09 22 . 14 18 . 00 21 . 00 23 . 00 
Se ct ion II and Ed� 
wards Personal 
· Pre re rence . Sche dule 
( Endurance ) 14. 82 12 . 81 18 . 57 15. 00 13 . 00 17 . 00 
Se ction V and Thur-
s tone Temperament 
1� . 28 16 . 62 12 . 50 15. 00 18 . 00 Sche dule (Dominant ) 12 . 20 
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TASLE IX ( continue d ) 
SIGNIFICANT MEAN AND MEDIAN SCORES ( H > 5. 99 ) OF "UPPER , n , "MIDDLE . " AND "LOWER" GROUPS ON CERTAIN PSYCHOLOGICAL 
TESTS ( BY CERTAIN SECTIONS OF THE RATING GUIDE 
AND THE TOTAL GUIDE ) 
Signi.t'icant Me an Score s Median S core s 
Re l at 1onshi2s 'UEE•r R!a:a:!e tower UEE• r Riddle towe r  
Se c tion V and Ed-
wards Personal 
Pre .t'erence S che dule 
( Intra cep tion ) 17 . 65 22 . 57 19 . 87 18 . 00 23 . 00 22 . 00 
Se c tion VI and 
Thurs tone Tempera -
ment Schedule 
( V igorous } 10 . 66 13 - 75 13 . 00 12 . 00 15. 50 14 . 00 
Se ction VI and 
�hur s tone Tempera-
ment Sche dule 
( So ciable ) 14. 00 12 . 43 16 . 85 14 . 50 12 . 00 18 . 00 � 
Se c tion VI and Ed-
wards Pe r s onal 
Pre£erence S che dule 
( Enduran ce ) 14 - 75 13 . 31 1 9 . 00 15. 00 14. 00 19 . 00 
To tal Rating Gu ide 
and Allport -Ve rnon-
Lindzey S tudy o.t' 
Value s  ( Re l igious ) 41 . 57 38 . 68 50 . 40 41 . 00 40 . 00 54-. 00 
To t al Rating Guide 
and Edwards Personal 
Preference S che dule 
( Intracept ion } 18 . 64 18 . 12 23 . 80 19 . 00 17 . 50 23 . 00 
To tal Rat ing Guide 
and Edwards Personal 
Preference S che dule 
( Endurance ) 15. 57 12 . 93 19 . 60 15. 50 14. 00 20 . 00 
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Allport -Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s 
Table VI,  page 74, contains the H s core s for the s ix 
variable s of the Allport -Ve rnon-Lind zey Study of Value s .  Only 
one of the se score s was s ignificant at the . 05 leve l  of conri­
dence . The Re l igious variable appe are d to diffe rent iate be ­
tween "upper, " "middle , " and "lowe r" group s ac cording to the 
ratings on the To tal Rat ing Guide . Table IX shows the me an 
s core on the Re l igious vari able for the "uppe r " group was 
- -
41 . 57 , for the "middle " group 38 . 68 , and for the "lowe r" 
group 50 . 40 .  A pe rson who has a hi gh Rel igious inte re s t  ( the 
higher the s core the highe r the intere s t ) i s  s aid to be 
"mys t i c al " and place s hi s highe s t  value· on " unity . " 
Thur s tone Temperament Sche dule 
The re lat ionships be twe en the various variable s of the 
Thur s tone Temperament Sche dule and Se ctions I ,  II,  V ,  VI and 
the To tal Ra t ing Guide are pre sente d in Ta ble VII,  p age 75 . 
The re we re thre e s ignificant s core s at the . 05 le ve l  of con­
fidence for this ins trument . The Vigorous variable appe are d 
to di.fferent iate be twe en the "uppe r , " "middle , " and " lowe r" 
- -
group s for Se c t ion VI,  Ope ration as a C i t i zen, of the Rating 
Guide . The me an s core for the "upper" group was 10 . 66 , tor 
the "middle " group 13 . 75, and for the " lower " group 13 . 00 
-
( see  Table IX ) . The pe rson with a high s c ore on the Vigorous 
var iable has a preference for phys ical a c t ivi ty us ing l arge 
m� cle group s . The Dominant variable rel ate d s ignifi cantly 
with Se c tion V,  Ade quacy o£ Communicat ion. Pers ons wi th high 
s core s on this variable like to think of themselve s  as le aders 
and l ike to take . ini tiative and re spons ibility .  The me an on 
the Dominant variable for the "upper" group was 12 . 20 ,  for 
the "middle " group 14 . 28 ,  and for the " lower"  group 16 . 62 .  
The So ciable variable diffe rentiate d be twe en the "upper, " 
"middle , "  and " lower"  groups tor Se ct ion VI,  Ope ration · as a 
Citize�, of the Rating Guide . Pe ople with high s core s  in the 
So ciable are a enjoy company of o ther pe ople and re gard them­
selve s a s  sympathe t i c ,  co�perat ive , and agre e able . Table IX 
reve al s the me an s core tor . the "uppezJ' group was 14 . 00 ,  for 
-
the "middle " group 12 . 43 ,  and for the " lower" group 16 . 85 . 
Edwards Pe rsonal Pre ference Sche dule 
Table V Ili,  page s 76-78 , pre sents the rel ationships 
be tween the variables  of the Edwards Pers onal Prefe rence 
Sche dule and Se ctions I ,  II , V, VI and the To tal Rat ing Guide . 
The re we re nine relationship s  which were s ignificant at the 
. 05 level  of c onfidence . The Edwards Pers onal Prefe rence 
Sche dule me asure s tittee� personal ity variable s e ach of which 
is  asso ciate d. with a manife st  nee d .  The variable s on whi ch 
a pe rson s core s highe st  are the variable s that the person 
cons iders mo st  de s cript ive of himse lf.  
According to · Table VIII the Order,  Intracept ion, and 
Endurance variable s differentiate d  be tween the "uppe r , '' 
"middle , "  and " lowe r" groups tor Se ction I ,  Interpersonal 
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Relations . A high s core on the Orde r variable indicate s  a 
ne e d  to make advance plans , organize de tail s ,  and arrange 
work a c cording to some sys tem . A pe rson with a high s core on 
the Intraception variable seemingly · has a ne e d  for analyz ing 
the beh�vior of o ther s  and for judging pe ople by why they do 
things rather than what they do . An individual who prefers  
to  work on a s ingle task unt il i t  is  comple ted and l ike s  t o  
work without dis tra ct ions and interruptions gene rally has a 
high s core on the Endurance variable . Contained in Table IX ,  
p age s 80-81 , are the me an s core s for the "upper , " "middle , " 
and "lowe r "  group s on Se ct ion I for e ach of the forementione d 
variable s .  On the Order variable the me an for the "upper"  
group was 10 . 10 ,  for the "middle " group 13 . 20 , and for the 
"l ower"  group 17 . 00 .  On the Intracep tion variable the me an 
for the "upper" group was 17 . 40 ,  for the · "middle " group 
-
18 . 8$, and for the "lower"  group 23 . 80 .  On the Endurance 
variable the me an for the "uppe r" gro�p was 14 . 00 '· for the 
11middle " group 14 . 25, and for the "lowe r" group 19 . 60 .  
-
Table VIII , page s 76 -78 , show s that tor Se ction I I , 
Inte ll igent Ope rat ion, of the Rating Guide , the Intracept i on 
and Endurance variable s diffe rentiate d  be tween the ttupper , " 
''middle , " and " lower" group s . On the Intra.cept ion variable 
-
the me an s core tor the "upper"  group was 17 . 29 , for the 
-
- . 
"middle " group 20 . 09 , and for the " lower" group 22 . 14 ( s e e  
-
-
Table IX ) . On the Endurance variable the me an for the "upper " 
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group was 14. 82,  tor the "middle " group 12 . 81 ,  and tor the 
"lower "  group 18 . 57 .  According to Table VIII the Intraeeption 
var iable diffe rent iated be tween the "uppe r , " "middle , "  and 
"lower"  group s tor Se c tion V ,  Ade quacy ot Communicat ion, of 
the Rating Guide . The me an tor the "uppe r"  group was 17 . 65, 
-
tor the "middle " group 22 . 57 ,  and tor the tt lower" group 19 . 87 .  
The Endurance variable diffe rent iate d be tween the 
"upper, " "middle , "  and "lowe r "  groups tor Se ction VI,  Oper-
at ion as a Citizen, of  the Rating Guide a e  shown in Table 
VII I .  The me an tor the "upper"  group was 14. 75, tor the 
-
"middle " group 13 . 31 ,  and tor the "lowe r"  group 19 . 00 .  
-
� 
For the Rat ing Guide as a whole ( Total Ra ting Guide } 
both the Intracept ion and Endurance variable s of the Edwards 
Personal Prefe rence Sche dule diffe rentiate d b e tween the "uppe r, " 
"middle , "  and "lower"  groups . On the Intraception variable 
-
the me an tor the "upper'' group was 18 . 64, tor the "middle " 
group 18 . 12,  and tor the " l ower" group 23 . 80 .  On the Endurance 
. 
variable the me an s core tor the "upper" group was 1 5 . "57 , tor 
-
the "middle " group 12 . 93 , and tor the " lowe r "  group 19 . 60 .  
Relationahips Be tween P sychological Te s t  
Score s and Ratings on Se ctions I I I  and 
IV of the Tenne s see  Rat ing Guide 
As  has been ment ione d previously , to de te rmine the 
extent or the re lationship s b e tween the psychological te s t  
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s core s  and ratings on Se ction III, Emo tional Stab il ity ,  and 
Se ction IV, Ethical and Moral Strength, of the Rat ing Guide 
the Mann-Whitney te chnique was use d .  In us ing this  te ch­
nique the admini s trators we re divide d into "uppe r"  and 
"lower"  groups ac cording to the ir ave rage rat ing on each of  
the forement ione d se c tions of the Ra ting Guide . Then, us ing 
the Mann-Whitney te chnique , U s core s which were converte d to 
z score s were compute d be twe en Se ctions III and IV of each 
psychologi cal te s t  s core . The re sults  are pre sente d  in 
Table s X, XI,  XII , and XIII , page s 87 -92 .  
Containe d in Table XIV, page 93,  are the me an and 
me dian te s t  s core s for the "upper"  and '' lower"  groups on the 
psychological te sts  that were found to relate s i gnifi cantly 
to rat ings on Se ction III and IV of the R�g Guide . A z 
s core of 1 . 96 or gre ater indi cate d that in e ffe ct there was 
a s ignificant diffe rence in the te st  s core s o:f' the "uppe r" 
and " lower" group s at the . 0.5 level of confidence . A z score 
or 2 . 58 or gre ater indicated there was a s ignifi cant diffe r­
ence in the te s t  seore s  of the two groups at the . 01 leve l  
of confidence . An examina tion of Table s X, X I ,  XII,  and 
XIII re ve al s  that there we re s ix s ignificant z s core s ,  at 
the . 05 level of confidence , out of s ixty- s ix p o s sibilitie s .  
Following the proce dure use d e arl ier in this chapter 
e ach psychological te s t  and its re lationships to Se ction III 
and/or IV of the Rating Guide w ill be discussed individual ly . 
TABLE X 
MANN -WHI TNEY U S CORES CONVERTED TO z SCORES FOR CERTA IN PSYCHOLOGICAL TE STS 
( BY SEC T IONS I I I  AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE ) 
Cooperative Cooperat ive Watson-Glaser 
Engl ish Engl ish · Cr i t i cal Thinking Miller 
Rating Guide (��chani�_s�) _ __  (�pr�_a a ionl _ ______ •p-��'ia_al AnalQgie a 
Se ct ion III 1 . 04 · 45 . 28 . 05 
Se c t ion IV 2 . 12* 1 . 57 . 1 . 02 · 73 
Minne sota 
Teacher 
Atti tude 
. 31 
· 33 
No te : An asterisk indicate s that the s core is s i gnif icant at the . 0 5 level 
o£ conf idence . 
· 
(X) 
-.l 
TABLE XI 
MANN-WHITNEY U SCORES CONVERTED TO z SCORES FOR 
THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY STUDY OF VALUES 
( BY SECTIONS III AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE ) 
Rat ing Guide The ore t i cal Economic Ae s the tic So c ial Pol i t i cal Re l igious 
Se c t ion III 1 . 27 2 . 36* · 15 1 . 46 . 94 · 13 
Se c t ion IV . 16 . 65 · 71 · 15 . 39 · 13 
No te : An a s ter isk indi cate s  that the s core i s  s ign i f i cant at the . 05 leve l  
o t  confidence . 
()) 
()) 
TABLE XII 
MANN-WHITNEY U SCORES C ONVERTED T O  z SCORES FOR THE 
THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT SCHEDULE ( BY SECTIONS 
III AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Rat ing Gu ide_ _ Ac tiv_e __ ___ _ yig(t�9�•- �pul a ive Dominant Stable So ciable · Rerl e e t ive 
Se c t ion III 2 . 17* 1 . 46 1 . 2.5 . 14 2 . 48* . 28 - 35 
Se c t i on IV . 51 · 51 . 18 1 . 00 · 31 1 . 83 2 . 0 6* 
No te : An as terisk indi cate s that the s core is s ignificant a t  the . 05 l e ve l  of 
conf idence . 
()) 
...0 
.TABLE XIII 
MANN-WHITNEY U SCORES CONVERTED TO z SCORES FOR THE 
EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE ( BY SEC TIONS 
III AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE ) 
Rating Guide Achievement De ference Order Exhibiti on Autonomy 
Se ction III - 45 1 . 49 1 . 88 1 . 70 . 09 
Se c tion IV 1 . 02 . 27 . 94 . 82 . 71 
No te : An aste risk indi c ate s that the s core i s  s ignifi c ant at the . 05 leve l  
of confidence . 
"' 
0 
/ 
TABLE X I I I  ( continue d )  
MANN-WHITNEY U SCORES CONVERTED TO z SCORES FOR THE 
EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE ( BY SECTIONS 
I I I  AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE ) 
Rating Gui_d_e Atfil_i_a��on�_Intra ce_p_tion Succorance 
Se e t i·on I I I  1 . 84 2 . 15* . 14 
Se c t ion IV . oo . 98 . 84 
Dominance 
1 . 08 
1 . 30 
Ab aseme nt 
1 . 16 
· 31 
No te : An a s te r i sk indicate s  that the s c ore i s  s i gnif i c ant at the . 05 l e ve l  
o t  c onf idence . 
� 
� 
TABLE XIII ( continued ) 
MANN-WHITNEY U SCORES CONVERTED TO z SCORES FOR THE 
EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE ( BY SEC TIONS 
III AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE ) 
Rating Guide Nurturanee Change Endurance He terosexual ity Aggre as ion 
Se c tion III  . 12 . 61 1 . 51 1 . 20 . 66 
Se ct ion IV - 57 . 08 . 92 . 98 . 27 
No te : An asterisk indicate s that the s core i s  si·gnificant at the . 05 leve l  
of confidence . 
� 
N 
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TABLE XIV 
SIGNIFICANT MEAN AND MEDIAN SCORES ( z > 1 . 96 }  OF "UPPER " 
AND "LOWER" GROUPS ON CERTAIN PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS BY _ 
SECTIONS III AND IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Me an Score s  Me dian Score s 
Signifi cant Relat ionships Upper tower Upper tower 
Se ction III and Allport-
Ve rnon -Lindzey Study o f  
Value s { Economi c }  43 - 00 36 . 40 43 . 00 37 - 00 
Se ct ion III and 
Thur s tone Temperament 
Sche dule (Active )  11 . 87 7 . 80 12 . 50 8 . 00 
I 
Se ction III and 
Thur s tone Temperament 
S che dule ( Stable ) 12 . 73 17 . 20 12 . 00 19 . 00 
Se c tion III and Edwards 
Personal Pre ference 
Sche dule ( Intraception } 18 . 47 23 . 20 '  18 . 50 23 . 00 
Se ction IV and 
Cooperative Engl ish 
( Me chani c s ) 103 . 81 80 . 50 108 . 00 84 . 00 
Se ction IV and 
Thur s tone Temperament 
Sche dule ( Refle c t ive ) 9 . 96 7 - 63 10 . 00 8 . 50 
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Al s o , in the s ix ins tance s where the te s ts were s ignificant 
the me an te st  s eore of the "upper "  and "lowe r "  group will be 
di s cu s se d .  
Cooperative Engl i sh Te s t  { Me chanics  and Effe c tivene s s  of 
Expre s s ion ) 
Table X ,  page 87 , show s that the Cooperative Engl i sh 
Te s t  (Me chanics ) relate d s ignificantly to Se ction IV of the 
Rat ing Guide . That is , the te s t  s core s of the per s ons rate d 
in the "lowe r "  group and in the "upper" group we re s ignifi ­
c antly diffe rent . Thi s  te st me asure s a pe rson ' s knowledge 
of grammar , punc tuation, capital i zation and spell ing . Ac ­
cording to Table XIV, page 93 , the me an s core on the Coope r ­
ative Engl i sh Te s t  ( Me chani c s ) for the "upper "  group was 
103 . 81 and tor the '' lowe r'' group 80 . 50 .  The Coope rative 
-
Engl i sh Te s t  {Expre s s ion ) did no t relate s ignificantly with 
e ither Se c t ions III or IV of the Rat ing Guide . 
Watson-Gl ase r Critical Think ing Apprai s al, Miller Analogie s 
Te s t ,  and Minne sota Te acher Attitude Inventory 
Ac cording to Ta ble  X ,  page 87 , the Watson-Glaser 
Critical Thinking Apprais al ,  Miller Analogie s Te s t ,  and the 
Minne sota Teache r Attitude Inventory did no t different iate 
s ignific antly be twe en the "upper"  and " l owe r" groups on 
e ither Se ctions III or IV of the Rat ing Guide . 
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Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s 
From Table XI,  page 88 , i t  can be seen of the vari­
able s of the Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s one was 
s ignificant for diffe rentiating be tween the 11upper" and 
"lower" group s on Se c tions III or IV of the Rating Guide . 
The Economic variable different iated be twe en the "uppe r"  and 
"l ower" group s on Se ct ion III . An individual who has a high 
s core in the Economic area is pr imarily . eoncerned w i th be ing 
useful and is intere s ted in the affairs of the bus ine s s  
world.  The me an score for the "upper" group on thi s vari­
able was  43 . 00 and for the "lower" group )6 . 4.0 .  
Thurs tone Temperament Sche dule 
There were thre e s ignifi c ant s core s tor the Thurs tone 
Temperament Sche dule ( Table XII , page 89 ) .  The Active vari­
able different iate d be tween the "upper" and "lowe r" groups 
on Se ction III or the Rating Guide . A high s core on tbe 
Ac tive variable indi cate s a person who is re s tle s s  and works 
or move s rapidly . Ac cording to Table XIV,  page 93 , the me an 
f'or the "upper '' group on the Active variable was 11 . 87 and 
-
for the "lower" group 7 . 80 .  The Stable variable al s o  dif-
ferent ia ted be twe en the "uppe r" and "lowe r" group s on Se c tion 
III . Pe rsons with high Stable s core s are usually chee rful , 
have an even dispo s ition, and are no t e asily up se t by inter­
rup tions or dis tract ions . The me an Sta ble s core for the 
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"upper" group was 1 2 . 73  and !'or the "lower" group 17 . 20 .  The 
Re !'le ctive variable diffe rentiate d be tween the "uppe r" and 
''lowe r" group s on Se ction IV of' the Rat ing Guide . A high 
s core in thi s  are a is indi cative of' a pe rson who l ike s to 
me ditate and enjoys de al ing with theore ti cal rathe r  than pra c­
tical problems . Self-examination is  al so characte ri s t ic of 
a "re fle c t ive "  pe rson . The me an !'or the "upper" group on 
this variable was 9 . 96 and tor the "lower" group 7 . 63 .  
Edwards Personal Prefe rence Sche dule 
Table XIII , page s 90 -92 ,  shows that of' the variable s � 
-
or the Edwards Personal Pre fe rence Sche dule one had a s ig-
ni!'icant relationship with Se ctions III or IV of the Rat ing 
Guide . The Intracep tion variable diffe rent iated be tween the 
"uppe r" and "lowe r "  group s on Se ct ion I I I  of the Rating Gu ide . 
The me an on the Intraception variable for the "upper" group 
was 18 . 47 and for the "lowe r" group 23 . 20 .  
Chapte r  Summary 
This chapter ha s pre sente d an analy s is of the re lat ion­
ship s be tween the p sychological te s t  s core s of the sele c te d  
group o f'  s chool a�minis trators and the ir ratings on the 
Tenne s see Rating Guide . An examinat ion of the re sul t s as a 
who le shows that there we re twenty ins tance s out ot 231 
po s s ib il itie s where the te s t  re sults were s ignificant , at the 
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. 05 leve l  of c onfidence , tor differentiating b e tween group s 
according to ratings on all or p art of the Tenne sse e  Rating 
Guide . It should be  no ted  that nine or the twenty s igni�i­
cant ins tance s involved the Intra ception or Endurance vari­
able s of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule . The re 
were five s ignificant rel ationship s tor the Intracept ion 
var iable and four tor the Endurance variable . The re were no 
p sychologi cal te s ts which diffe rentiated  be twe en group s at 
the . 01 l e vel of confidence . 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS , AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The problem in the pre sent s tudy was to identity 
certain p sychologi cal te s t s ,  · or parts thereof,  which would 
differentiate among practic ing s chool admini strators with re ­
gard to e ffe ctivene s s  and ine ffe ctivene s s  by us ing a field 
rating on the Tenne s see Rating Guide as the criterion. An 
average rat ing or 4 . 0 or gre ater  on the Rating Guide charac ­
terize d the effe ctive s chool admini s trator . The e ffe ctive 
s chool adminis trators we re re fe rre d to as the "upper" group 
in the s tudy . An average rating ot 3 . 0  or le s s  on the Ra t ing 
Guide characterized the ineffe c t ive s chool adminis trator . 
The ineffe c t ive s chool adminis trato rs were referre d to  as the 
" lower"  group in the s tudy . 
It was hypo the s ize d that ce rtain psychological te s t s , 
or parts there of , could be identifie d whi ch woul d diffe r­
ent i ate among a sele cte d  group or practicing s chool admini s ­
trators , with re gard t o  e ffe ctivene s s  and ineffe ctive ne s s ,  
by us ing a field rating on the Tenne s see Rating Guide a s  the 
criter ion . It was as sume d that the Tenne ss e e  Ra ting Guide 
was a val id and re l iable ins trument fo r de termining the be ­
havioral characteri s ti c s  of s chool adminis trators . 
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lA battery or p sychological te s t s ,  containing a to tal 
of thirty-three ins truments ,  was sele cte d  ror use in thi s 
inve s tigat ion . Tentative re se arch e vidence , which indicate d  
that the te s ts included in the b attery might have value in 
differentiating be tween s chool adminis trators ac cording to 
the ir de gree of e ffe c tivene s s ,  was the basis  on which the 
te s t s  we re se le cte d .  A to tal of thirty-five practicing 
s chool administrators we re sele cte d ,  administere d  the sele c ­
te d p sychologi cal te s t  batte ry ,  and as s igned a f ie ld rating 
on the Rat ing Guide . 
It was ne ce s s ary to use two s tatistical proce dure s in 
tre ating the data.  Base d on average s core s  "upper, " "middle , "  
and '' lower" group s were de te rmine d for Se c t ions I ,  I I ,  V,  VI,  
and the Total Rating Guide . The Kruskal -Wall is te chnique 
seeme d  mo s t  appropriate for de termining the re lationship s be ­
twe en the te s t  s core s and the foreme ntione d cate gorie s of the 
Rating Guide . For Se ctions III and IV of the Rating Guide 
only "upper" and " lowe r "  groups eme rge d ;  thus , the Mann­
Whitney te chnique seeme d  appropriate . 
An analysis  of the data re ve aled that of 231 po s s ible 
re lationship s b e tween the psychological te s t s  and the cate ­
gor ie s of the Rating Guide twenty were found to be s ignifi­
cant at the . 05 leve l  of confidence . The re were no s ignifi­
cant re lationships at the . 01 l e ve l  of confidence . 
I t  was found that the te s ts lis te d  below were signifi­
cant in differentiating be tween group s who were judge d t o  
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po s se s s  dirferent ope rational charac te r i s t i c s  wi thin the 
following categorie s of the Rating Guide . Al so indi cate d,  
base d  on me an s core s ,  are the groups whi ch had the highe r 
and l owe r s core s .  
Se ction I ,  Interpers onal Rel at ions 
Cooperative Engl i sh Te s t  ( Expre s s ion ) ( upper group , 
high s core ; middle group , low s core ) 
Edward8 Personal Preference Sche dule ( Orde r ) ( upper 
group , low s core ; lowe r group , high s core ) 
Edwards Pe rsonal Pre ference Schedule ( Intraception ) 
-
( upper group , l ow s core ; lowe r group , high s core ) 
Bdwarda Peraonal Pr.terence Schedule ( Endurance } \ 
( uppe r  group , low s core ; lowe r group , high s core ) 
Se c�ion II,  Intel l igent Operat ion 
Edwards Personal Prefe rence Sche dule ( Intra cept ion ) 
( upper group , l ow s core ; lowe r group , high s core ) 
Edwards Peraonal Prefe rence Sehe dule · ( Endurance ) 
( middle group , low s core ; lowe r group , high s core ) 
Se c t ion III , Emotional Stability 
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s ( Economic ) 
( upper group , high s core ; lowe r group , l ow s core ) 
Thurs tone Temperament Schedule ( Ac t ive ) 
( uppe r  group , high s core ; lowe r group , low s core ) 
Thurs tone Tempe rame nt S che dule ( Stable ) 
( uppe r group , l ow s core ; lowe r group , high s core ) 
� 
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Edwards Personal Pre£erence ( Intracept ion ) 
( upper group , low s core ; lower group , high s core ) 
Se ction IV ,  E thi cal and Moral Strength 
Cooperative English Te s t  ( Me ehanie s ) 
{ upper group , high s core ; lower group , low s core ) 
Thurs tone Temperament Schedule { Re£le et ive ) 
( uppe r group , high s core ; lower group , low s core ) 
Se ction V ,  Adequacy of Communication 
Thurs tone Temperament Sche dule ( Dominant ) 
( uppe r  group, low s core ; l owe r group , high s core ) 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule ( Intraception ) 
( upper group , low s core ; middle group , high s core ) 
Se ction VI ,  Operat ion as a C i tizen 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule ( Endurance ) 
( middle group , low s core ; lowe r group , high seore ) 
Thurs tone Temperament Sche dule ( Vigorous ) 
( uppe r group , low s core ; middle group , high s core ) 
Thurs tone Temperament Sche dule ( So c iable ) 
( middle group , high s core ; lower group , high score ) 
To tal Rating Guide 
Allport-Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s ( Re l igious } 
( middle group , low s core ; l ower group , high s core } 
Edwards Personal Prefe rence Sche dule ( Intraception } 
{ middle group , low s eore ; l ower group , high s core } 
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule ( Endurance } 
( middle group , low s core ; lower group , high s core ) 
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No s ignificant rel ationships were found be tween the 
ope rat ional behavior o£ the s chool adminis trators , as 
me asure d by the Rating Guide , and the Mille r Analogie s Te s t ,  
Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal ,  and the Minne sota 
Te acher Att i tude Inventory. This finding was incons is tent 
with the findings of Moffe tt1 and/or Luton2 . The re se arch 
conducte d at the Univers ity of Texas3 al so indicate d that the 
Miller Analogie s Te st  and the Wataon-Glaaer Critical Thinking 
Appraisal had s ome value in pre dicting on- the - job  performance 
of e ducator s .  Furthermore , the Univers ity o f  Michigan in­
ve st igat ions , which we re reported by Kelly and Fiske , 4 �ound 
the Miller Analogie s Te s t  to have some predictive value . 
It should be no te d that the pre sent study has sub ­
s tantiate d the �indings of Moffe ttS and Luton6 to the extent 
lcharle s R. Moffe t t ,  "Operat ional Charac teris tics  of 
Be ginning Mas ters ' Student s in Educational Adminis trat ion and 
Supervi s ion" { Unpubl ishe d  Ed . D .  the s i s ,  Unive r s ity of 
Tenne s see , June 1954 ) ,  p .  163 . 
2Jame s N .  Luton , "A Study of the Use of  Standardized  
Te s t s  in the Sele ction o:r  Po tent ial Educati onal Administrators " 
( Unpub li shed Ed . D .  the s i s ,  Univers i ty of Tenne s see , March 
1955 ) , pp . 73-74 · 
3x:enne th E .  Mcintyre , "What Are '!'hey Like , " Phi Delta  
Kappan, 37 : 288 -291 ,  April 1956 . 
4E . Lowe ll Kelly and Donald W .  Fiske ,  The Pre dicti on 
of Performance in Cl inical P sychology ( Ann Arbor,  Michigan : 
university or Michigan Pre s s , 1951) , p .  195 .  
�otfe tt ,  � ei t . , p .  163 . 
6Luton, � c it . , pp . 73-74. 
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that the Cooperative Engl ish Te at ( Me chani cs  and Effe ct ive ­
ne ss o£ Expre s s ion ) and ce rtain variable s or the Allport­
Vernon Lindzey Study of Value s appe ar to have s ome p re d i c t ive 
value re lative to the performance of s chool  admini s trators . 
However,  it i s  emphas ized  that the re was no in s tance in which 
e i the r of the · rorementione d  te sts  was found to be signifi ­
cantly relate d to the cate gorie s of the Rating Gu ide spe c ifi ­
c ally de s ignate d by Moffe tt and/or Luton . 
Conclus ions 
Base d on the re sul t s  of this inve s t igation , the 
following conclus ions se emed  warranted :  
1 .  The higher an ind ividual ' s  s core on the Cooperative 
Engl iah Te st ( Expre s s ion ) the more effe ctive he is  like ly to 
be in tho s e aspe c t s of his operational behavior me asure d by 
Se ction I of the Ra ting Guide . 
2 :  The lowe r  an ind ividual ' s  s core on the Intr a ­
ca p t ion var i a ble o f  the Edwards Personal Pre ference Schedule 
the more e ffe c tive he is l ikely to be in tho se aspe cts of his 
operat ional b e havi o r  me a sure d by Se c t ions I, II,  III , V, and 
the To tal Rating Guide . 
3 .  The highe r an individual ' s s core on the Endurance 
var iable of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule the 
more ineffe c tive he i s  l ikely to be in tho se aspe cts of hi s 
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operational behav ior me asure d by Se ct ions I ,  I I ,  VI , and the 
To tal Rat ing Guide . 
4. The higher an individual ' s  s core on the Order 
variable of the Edwards Pe r s onal Pre fe rence S che dule the more 
ineffe c t ive he is l ikely to be in tho se aspe c ts o f  hi s oper­
ational behavior me asure d by Se c t ion I of the Rat ing Guide . 
5 .  The higher an individual ' s s core on the E conomic 
.variable of the Allpor t -Vernon-Lindzey Study of Value s t.he 
more e ffe c tive he is l ike ly to be in tho s e  aspe cts  of hi s 
operat ional behavior me asure d by Se c tion III of the Rating 
Guide . 
6 .  The higher an individual ' s  s core on the Active 
variable of the Thurs tone Tempe rament S che dule and the lowe r 
hi s s core on the Stable variable the more effe c tive he i s  
l ikely t o  b e  in tho se aspe cts  of hi s operational be havior 
me asure d by Se ction III  of the Rating Guide . 
7 •  The higher an individual ' s  s core on the Co­
ope rat ive Engl ish Te s t  ( Me chani cs ) and the Thurs tone Temper ­
ame nt Schedule ( Re fle ctive ) the mo re e ffe c tive he i s  l ikely 
to be in tho se aspe cts  of hi s ope rational behavior me asure d 
by Se c t ion IV of the Rat ing Guide . 
8 .  The lower an individual ' s s core on the Dominant 
var iable of the Thurs tone Tempe rame nt Sche dule the more 
effe ct ive he is l ike ly to be in tho se aspe cts  of his ope r ­
ati onal behavior me asure d b y  Se ction V o f  the Rating Guide . 
105 
9. The lowe r an individual ' s  score on the Vigorous 
variable or the Thurs ton• Temperament Schedule the more ef­
fe ctive he is l ikely to be in tho se aspe cts  of hi s ope r­
ational behavior me asure d by Se ction VI or the Rating Guide . 
10 . The hi ghe r an individual ' s  score on the Sociable 
variable of the Thurs tone Tempe rament Sche dule the more in-
effe ct ive he is  l ikely to be on tho se aspe cts or hi s oper­
ational behavior me asure d by Se ction VI or the Rat ing Guide . 
11 . The higher an individual ' s  s core on the Allport-
� 
Vernon-Lindzey Study or Value s ( Rel igious ) the more in-
erfe c t ive he is l ikely to be in those  aspe cts or hi s ope r­
ational behavior me asure d by the Rating Guide as a whole . 
12 . Among the b attery of te s t s  util ize d in the pre sent 
s tudy there is no one te s t  which is the be s t  pre dictor of 
effe ctivene ss  in s chool adminis tration. For those  aspe cts or 
ope rat ional behavior me asure d by the Rating Guide the Thur­
s tone Tempe rament Sche dule and the Edwards Personal Prefer­
ence Sche dule se em to be mo s t  promi sing . 
13 . The pre ce ding conclus ions , when viewe d as a whole , 
' 
sugge s t  the gene ral conclus ion that the hypothe s i s which 
gave dire ction to this s tudy has no t be en sub s tantiated to a 
very high de gree . 
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Re commenda tions 
The re sults  of the re search s tudie s re v iewe d in Chap ­
te r II of the pre sent s tudy we re inconclu s ive re la tive to the 
pre dictive value of s tandardized  psychological te s t s . Furthe r­
more , the re sul ts  of the pre sent s tudy we re inconclus ive re l a ­
tive t o  the value o f  sele c ted te s ts in d ifferentiating among 
e ffe ctive and ineffe c t ive schoo l  adminis trator s .  The re are 
at least  two po s s ible expl anat ions for the lack of conclus ive 
data in the pre sent �tudy . Firs t ,  the p sycholo gi cal te sts  
include d in the te st  batte ry  use d might no t have b e en the 
mo s t  appropriate avail able ins truments . Se cond , the po s s i ­
b il i ty ex i s t s  that there was a we akne s s  in the cr ite rion 
me asure us e d ,  a field rat ing on The Te nne s see Rat ing Guide . 
In view of the fore go ing the fo llowing p_o s s ib ili  t ie s  
are sugge s te d :  
1 .  Re se arch t o  uncover mo re appropri ate s tandardized 
p sychologi cal te s t s  for different iat ing among e ffe ctive and 
ine ffe ct ive s chool adminis trators could be unde rtaken.  
2 .  Us ing appropriate avail able da ta,  a standardize d 
ins trument tor de termin ing the de gre e of effe ctive ne s s  in 
s chool adminis tration could be de ve lope d .  
3 .  Othe r re s e arch us ing diffe rent criteria tor 
e s tabli shing the de gre e of e ffe c tivene s s  in s eho ol admini s ­
tration could b e  unde rtaken . 
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APPENDIXES 
APPENDIX A 
Univers ity of Tenne s see Rating Guide 
Characte ris tics  of School Adminis trators 
As  Revised Fe bruary 21 , 1957 
UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE RATING GUIDE 
Characteris tics  of S chool Adminis trators 
As  revise d Fe bruary 21 , 1957 
I .  Interpersonal Relations 
A .  How doe s he rel ate to o thers ? 
Tends to be a lone wolf 
Has a few friends but tends to ignore o the rs 
Friendly when approached by o thers  
Popular ;  has many caaual acquaintance s 
Ste adily warm and appe al ing in relat ionship with 
o the r s  
Remarks :  
B . Doe s he util ize the opinion or o thers ? 
_4. 
_r;. 
Generally ignore s the viewpoints of o the rs 
Use s op inions if they agree w i th his own 
Value s op inions of tho se who volunte e r  sugge s ti ons 
but fail s to seek  op inions or o the r s  
Highly sele ctive in util iz ing op inions ; some time s 
value s ideas  that differ rrom his own 
Cons i s tently see ks and c ons iders  the op inions of 
o the r s  
Remarks :  
C .  Is he skillful 1n developing an organiz ati on in whi ch 
e ach can do his be s t? 
1 .  
2 .  
Mo s t  pe ople with whom he works are carrying impor­
tant re sponsib il it ie s  in whi ch they are genuinely 
inte re s te d  
Some time s dele gate s re sponsibil itie s wi th re gard 
to spe c ial intere s ts and ab il itie s  of a s soc ia te s 
Dele gate s tasks l argely me chanically ; fail s to 
re cogni ze  spe cial ab il it ie s or othe rs 
Plays favorite s  in dele gating re sponsib il ity 
Runs the whole show himself 
Remarks : 
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D .  I s  he akillful in set ttns pol icie s  �ormulate d  co ­
ctperatfyeliT 
1 .  
2 .  
=': 
_5. 
Involve s general publ ic , s taff membe rs  and s tu­
dents in maj or pol icy formulation 
Attempts  to involve general publ ic s taff member s  
and s tudents in pol icy formulation but has diffi­
culty in se tting up ne ce s sary machinery 
Involve s only key people in pol icy formul ation 
Discus se s policie s w i th o thers , but de c i s ions are 
usually made prior to the dis cus s ion 
Formulate s pol ic ie s himselr ;, r�rely dis cus se s 
them wi th o thers 
Remarks :  
E .  Is he skillrul in continuous implementation of pol icie s ?  
Tends t o  ignore new pol icie s 
Tends to derer action on new pol icie s  . 
Vacillate s with re gard to employing new pol icie s 
Overly cautious in effe cting new pol i c ie s  
Move s surely and judi c iously in effe cting new 
pol icie s 
Remarks :  
F.  Doe s he help the group arrive at a working consensus ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_3 . 
_4. 
s . -
Trie s to force group to quick agreements without 
re ally cons idering problems 
Force s action on the b a s is of ma j ority opinions 
without careful group cons iderat ion 
Some time s ne gle cts  re cognition of minority view­
po int s  on pro blems 
Strive s for consensus but some time s encourage s 
group action on insufficient data 
C ontinually s trive s ror careful group problem 
analys i s ;  helps  group re cognize points o f  agree ­
ment 
Remarks : 
114-
G. Do hi s act ions indic ate that he bel ieve s demo crat i c  
me ans are e s sential to the attainment of demo cratic 
..•. , 
1 .  
2 .  
_3 . 
_4. 
_r; . 
Urge s the us e o£ pro ce s se s  c ons i s tent with 
be st demo cratic pr actice s  
I s  cogn i z ant of re spons ibil i ty t o  use demo ­
cratic proce dure s ;  i s  s ome t ime s unsure of  how 
to employ them 
At temp t s  to use demo crati c  me ans ; howe ve r, 
can be expe c ted to re sort to expe die nt me ans 
on pre s s ing pro blems 
Give s l ip servi ce to demo crati c  pro ce s s e s 
which are no t evident in hi s behavior 
Use s any expe dient me thod avail able to at tain 
a pre de termined end 
Remarks : 
I I . Inte ll igent Operat ion 
A .  Doe s he give sufficient c ons iderati on t o  new data in 
problea aolTing? 
1 .  
2 .  
Disre gards new data that challenge the s tatus 
quo 
Use s new data only when they support his 
po s ition 
Will cons ider new data when pre sente d to him 
Se e ks new data al ong l ine s of spe cial inte re s t s 
Cons i s tently se e ks and employs new d ata 
Remarks : 
B .  Do e s  he re cognize and de fine pro blems ? 
1 .  Tends no t to re cognize the exi s tence of 
pro blems 
Tends to cons ider symp toms ins te ad or problems 
Some t ime s confuse s symp toms with problems in 
hi s e£forts  to improve 
Re cognize s problems but has diffi cul ty in 
analyz ing them 
Re cognize s and analyze s pro blems . 
Remarks :  
11.5 
C .  Is he consis tent in terms of hi s b asic  as sumptions ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_
3 . 
_
4
. 
_s . 
Support s c onfl i c t ing ide as ;  action character­
ize d by incons is tency 
Has a tendency to di s cus s important pro blems in 
terms o£ his like s  and di sl ike s 
Frequently uncertain o£ his po s i t ion on contro ­
vers ial sub je cts 
Is ce rta in o £  his po s it ion and cons is tent in 
his behavior in are as which he cons iders  impor­
tant 
Is dependable and pre dic tabl e in word and action 
Remarks :  
D .  Doe s he have an experimental attitude ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_3 . 
_
4. 
_
5 . 
Tends to try out new ide as after c are ful study 
and follows through on b as i s  of re sults  of 
expe rimentation 
Undertake s various new pro je c ts £or improvement 
but fail s to interpre t the ir significance 
May be premature in trying out ide as for improve ­
ment ; fail s to fully incorporate a c cep te d  prin­
ciple s or experimentation 
Action tends to  be b ased on hunche s ,  intuition, 
and o ther sub je ctive me ans 
Tends to operate within traditi onal prac tice s 
Remarks :  
E .  Doe a he try to re cognize and de al with his own b iase s ?  
1 .  
2 .  
_
3 . 
_
4 . 
_s . 
Cons is tently examine s hi s own po s i tion in re ­
lation to the pos itions of o thers 
Tends to evaluate his po s i t ion but w ill re sort 
to b iase s under pre ssure 
Feel s une asy about his pos ition at t ime s ;  c an 
be s t imul ate d  to examine hi s op inions 
Assume s  that his position is generally right ; 
doe s no t know how to identify his own b iase s 
Refuse s to examine his po s i t ion 
Remarks : 
116 
F. Doe s he appe ar to have profited by pre v ious experience ? 
1 .  Fre quently make s the s ame mis take but s e ldom ad­
mi ts it 
Usually at temp t s  to jus tify mi s take s 
Re cogni ze s that some mis take s are inevi table 
but has diffi culty in making re ad justments 
Make s some improvement as a re sul t of p a s t  mi s ­
t ake s 
Re cognize s a mi s take when he make s one and 
seeks  to avo id repe at ing it  
Remarks : 
G.  Doe s  he have the ab il i ty to s i ze up pe ople ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_3 .  
_
4 . 
_5. 
Judge s po tential i tie s o f  pe ople 1n terms of 
the ir race , rel igion, na tional ity, or o the r 
such concep ts  
Make s judgements ab out pe ople in te rms of  
hunche s 
Tends to base judgments of pe ople on p a s t  ex ­
pe rience s wi thout re thinking in te rms of pre sent 
s i tuations 
Judge s people on bas i s  of pe r s onal expe r ience s ,  
us ing additional re source s when problem s i tu­
ations ari se 
Cons ciously ende avors to unde rs tand the b a s i c  
po tential i t ie s  o f  e ach pe rson through ob j e ct ive 
pro ce dure s 
Remarks :  
H.  Doe s he a c cept re spons ibil ity wisely? 
1 .  
2 .  
_) .  
_
4 . 
_s. 
Budge ts the as suming of re spons i b il itie s w i se ly 
in te rms of own l imitat ions in _pre sent s i tu at ion 
Carrie s out pre s s ing re spons ib il itie s  we ll but 
ne gle cts to pos tpone l e s s  urgent dutie s 
Concentrate s on s cho ol rout ine ; suppor ts non­
s chool ende avors on a highly sele ctive b a s i s  
Attends s tri c tly t o  s chool rout ine withou t par­
tic ipat ing in community ente rprise s 
Ac cep ts too many re spons ibil itie s or re fus e s  to 
as sume re spons i b il itie s normally expe cte d  of him 
Remarks : 
117 
III . Emo tional S tab il i ty 
A .  Is he emotionally s table ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_
) . 
_4. 
_
s . 
Tends to be up se t by e veryday occurrence s and 
ke eps s taff in cont inuous uproar 
Attemp t s  to exempl ify outward calmne s s  but 
explode s about trivial mat ter s  
Is  up se t in nove l s ituat ions and ha s a tende ncy 
to up se t o the r s  
· 
Me e t s nove l s i tuat ions we ll but le t s  s ome 
problems involve him in di s tracting entangle ­
ments 
Appe ar s to  me e t  cr i se s wi th a contagious calm­
ne s s ;  o thers fe e l  a t e ase in his pre sence 
Remarks :  
IV . Ethi cal and Moral Strength 
A .  Doe s he have the courage of his c onviction s ?  
_
5 . 
Tends to we asel out of s i tua tions 
Usually follows mo s t  popular v iewpo int 
Ha s a tendency to accept some viewpo ints whi ch 
he re al ize s are in c onfl ict w ith his own 
Has wel l - tempe re d convict ions which he trie s 
to follow but is some time s unsure as to the ir 
soundne s s  
Pl ace principle above h i s  own pe r s onal ad­
vantage 
Remarks :  
B .  Doe s he de al hone s tly with othe r s ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_
) . 
_4. 
s .  
-
Cons iders  agre ement-s with o the rs as promi s ­
sory no te s to whi ch he i s  committed 
Exhib its  hone sty in important agre ement s ,  
but in le s s  imp ortant agreements is s omewhat 
care le s s  
Tends t o  rat ional i ze inadve rtent bre ache s  of 
agre ements 
Through indire ct me thods leads pe ople to be ­
l ie ve in fal se s i tuations 
Tends t o  be  uns crupulous in accompl ishing hi s 
purpo se s 
Remarks :  
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V. Adequacy of C ommunication 
A .  How well doe s he expre s s  himself orally? 
1 .  
2 .  
=l: 
Cho o se s words which cle arly c onvey ide as ,  and 
has the abil ity to draw analogie s in expre s s ing 
ab s tract ide a s  
C an expre s s  pract ical thoughts fairly well , 
but has difficul ty wi th ab s tract ions 
Is unimpre s s ive in oral communication 
Expre s se s  himself in a fuz zy, incomprehens ible 
manner and tends to  puz zle l i s tene r s  concerning 
what he me ans 
Is  e ither unable or doe s no t de s ire to b o the r 
about attemp ting to convey thought s to othe r s  
Remarks :  
B .  I s  he a good l i s tene r ?  
1 .  
2 .  
_3 . 
_4. 
_s . 
Attempts to be attentive 1n trying to grasp 
ide as  expre s se d  by o the r s  
Lis tens carerully t o  things in which he i s  
inte re s te d  
Appe ars  t o  l i s ten but has diffi cul ty in con­
centration 
Tends to disrupt oral communication by in­
attentivene s s  or by introduct ion of irrelevant 
ide as  
Tends to  l is ten only to  himse lf 
Remarks : 
c .  Doe s he intere s t  people in examining ide as?  
1 . 
2 .  
_3 . 
_4. 
_
s . 
Stimul ate s people to se e k  s oluti ons through 
critical analy se s of ide as 
Enc ourage s examination of ide as that he 
thinks are important 
Waxe s hot and cold in s timul ating examination 
of ide as 
Appe ars to cons ider  intelle c tual curios ity as 
unimportant 
Dis courage s examination of ide as 
Remarks :  
119 
D .  How skillful is he in chair ing group dis cus s ions ? 
1 .  
2 .  
_3 . 
4· 
=s· 
Is at a lo s s  when he f inds himself appo inte d 
off i c ial le ade r or a group 
Permi t s  everyone to talk wi thout e ver achie v ing 
a group de cis ion 
Tends to re ly on key persons in group di s ­
cus s ions 
Ope r ate s well within a s tructure d agenda 
Facil itate s a s t imulating and well -orde re d 
cl imate conduc ive to re aching group de cis ions 
Remarks : 
VI . Ope rat ion as  a Citizen 
A .  
B .  
1 .  
2 .  
_3 .  
_4. 
-' · 
1 . 
2 .  
_
3 . 
_4 . 
s. 
-
ificant contem or-
Doe s no t seem to be informe d about or inter­
e s ted in contemporary events 
Di s cus se s current affairs in terms of stock 
phrase s and general i t ie s  
Knows about current affairs but i s  influence d 
by pre judice in d i s cus s ing them 
Is we ll informe d in the soc ioe conomic problems 
in which he is inte re s ted 
Di s cus se s intell igently ma jor s o c ial , pol itical 
and e conomic i s sue s  
Remarks : 
i s  he with non-e ducational 
or eommun t1 be ttermen 
Is ·  aware of and active ly conce rne d w i th de s ire s  
and intere s t s of community group s ,  a gencie s 
and organi zations 
Is inte re s te d  in coope rating w ith community 
group s but spre ads hi s e ffor ts t oo th inly 
Is sele ctive in c ooperating with group s  in 
proport ion to pre s sure s appl ie d 
Be come s so involved wi th a c tivitie s of non­
educational group s tha t he ne gle c t s  prope r 
adminis tration or the s chool program 
Cons ide rs the s chool an i s l and tha t i s  com­
pe t i t ive with non-e duc ati onal group s 
Remarks : 
1 20 
c .  What is hi s at titude toward minority groups in the 
achool comaunltif 
1 .  
2 .  
_
.3 . 
�4· 
_5 . 
Ins i s t s that minor i ty po ints ot v iew be 
appropr iate ly repre s ente d in community - s chool 
de c i s ions 
Upholds right of mo s t  minority v iewp o int s to 
be re pre sente d but ne gl e c t s  cons ide ration ot 
tho se tha t are ex treme 
Follows a hand s -orr pol i cy in re gard to 
minor i ty group s in the c ommun i ty 
Tends to ignore the ex i s tence of minor i ty 
group s  in the community 
Ind i c a te s  that mino r i ty group s have no right 
to repre sent a t ion in c ommun ity - s chool affairs 
Remarks : 
• 
APPENDIX B 
Te s t  Score s or Adminis trators on Certain P sychologi cal 
Te s ts Who Rate d in the "Upper Group , " "Middle Group , " 
and in the "Lower Group " on Each Se c tion or the 
Rating Guide and the Tot al Rating Guide 
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TABLE XV 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON SELECTED PSYCHOLOGI CAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND IN THE . 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION _ I _ OF THE RATING - GUIDE . 
Watson-Gl aaer Mil l e r  Minn . T. 
Cri t i c al Th1nkin A • Analo ie s Attitude 
UEEer Group 
87 �� 65 28 85 109 81 59 104 
90 41 67 28 61 
44 31 60 25 66 
117 36 59 28 53 
138 45 70  54 111 
136 53 83 43 107 
145 56 84 59 56 
120 46 7 6  30 86 
148 52 91 49 95 
Middle Group 
113 48 73 7 6  -22 
118 23 77 33 96 
96 26 58 32 96 
�� 30 52 14 -10 30 �� 27 54 55 35 19 24 
95 38 56 19 - 2 
105 40 65 35 81 
53 29 57 23 31 
79 27 56 31 82 
128 52 86 43 97 
137 31 61 32 95 
89 33 65 24 67 
103 45 77 30 94 
87 25 74 47 94 
82 26 67 23 83  
86 25 59 20 a1 128 47 57 15 
69 38 73 21 99 
108 38 65 28 42 
Low.er GrouE 
98 35 65 45 - 2 
65 23 68 20 93 
118 44 75 27 42 
106 42 85 37 109 
64 35 66 33 65 
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TABLE XV I 
TEST S C ORES OF ADMINIS TRA TORS ON THE ALLPORT-VERNON-L INDZEY 
STUDY OF VALUES WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER . GROUP , " " MIDDLE 
GROUP , "  AND IN THE " LOWER GROUP " ON SE C T ION I 
OF THE RATING GUIDE 
'l'heore t i eal Economi c Ae s the t ic Soc ial Pol iti cal Re l igious 
UEEe r  GrouE 
40 39 40 36 43 41 
47 57 50 40 32 27 
.�g � 26 39 � fti 31 32 
46 44 27 48 34 41 
� 33 54 33 55 41 50 26 41 45 40 
48 43 �� 40 38 36 45 45 40 43 39 
36 44 25 31 50 48 
Middle GrouE 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
45 �i 30 33 47 32 42 29 53 43 �i 38 � 35 29 47 5� 23 32 45 40 43 27 32 51 49 
44 49 22 40 41 44 
40 �� 30 � 45 46 35 41 38 39 
43 36 47 31 50 33 
40 45 30 49 39 31 
49 47 54 25 40 25 
40 42 37 39 39 43 
�i 34 26 48 46 47 31 33 42 41 46 
53 31 32 43 42 49 
46 42 28 27 39 58 
40 31 53 lt-7 39 30 
48 43 25 38 44 42 
45 42 37 37 39 40 
Lowe r GrouE 
40 41 � 28 32 46 53 
48 35 28 47 28 54 
� 31 36 39 30 54 32 32 47 31 54 46 49 25 39 44 37 
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TABLE XVI I  
-
. .  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATOR S ON THE THURS'l'ONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " .  
AND IN THE " LOWER GROUP " . ON SE C TION I OF - THE BAT ING GUIDE 
I•- Re -
Ac tive Visoroua Eul s ive Dominant Stable So ciable fle et ive 
UEEer GrouE 
1.5 16 12 17 ii 18 6 13 13 12 15 15 6 
9 .14 9 7 13 12 9 
9 12 14 18 8 16 11 
12 12 li 15 17 15 8 13 9 0 li 7 10 12 14 4 12 9 10 
9 i 1� 12 14 14 10 10 19 19 19 13 
15 6 ).0 13 9 11 7 
Middle GrouE 
14 17 7 8 11 4 18 
' 12 14 10 6 12 11 11 
8 16 15 · 16 19 8 5 
12 12 12 12 9 11 11 
1� 16 8 14 17 11 9 9 10 17 14 18 8 
16 11 9 10 12 10 8 
17 13 • 10 14 8 i� 10 8 9 12  13 17 1lt-
10 15 10 14 11 16 11 
18 11 11 20 12 17 11 
14 18 19 19 19 17 10 
9 7 10 15 12 18 9 
6 1� 11 i� 14 16 9 13 9 9 16 8 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
6 12 12 17 11 15 7 
11 ii 7 16 19 18 12 15 12 11 14 15 6 
5 15 12 8 12 8 8 
Lowe r GrouE 
11 16 8 13 13 9 13 
14 15 14 19 15 18 9 
4 8 9 7 19 13 12 
lz 16 7 15 16 18 5 12  8- 16 10 18 5 
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TABLE XVIII 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER. GROUP , tt "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND 
. IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON - SECTION I OF THE HATING GUIDE 
Achie vement Deference Orde r Exhib ition Autono!!Z 
UpEer GrouE 
12 14 7 11 10 
16 13 6 18  15 
19 13 13 11 13 
24 18 12 16 � 10 18 16 10 
15 18 10 7 20 
25 14 15 15 13 
16 16 9 21 10 
24 16 10 13 ' 
20 10 3 16 14 
Middle Grou;e 
19 17 18 9 12 
16 17 10 11 8 
16 12 10 12 13 
9 17 13 8 10 
13 16 13 13 16 
9 10 11 11 9 
14 17 10 17 7 
14 14 18 21 5 
12 12 12 9 13 
23 22 24 16 9 
10 10 10 10 10 
16 13 6 9 13 
6 17 5 8 17 
7 13 12 10 7 
16 15 14 15 11 
10 14 13 9 10 
14 12 13 19 12 
14 20 20 4 12 
20 10 9 16 11 
14 16 23 12 11 
Lowe r ·  GrouE 
17 16 15 9 18 
12 20 17 13 6 
18 20 18 9 4 
11  18  19 12 5 
13 13 16 13 7 
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' 
TABLE XVIII ( continue d ) 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL P REFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE " UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND 
. IN THE ."LOWER GROUP " ON - SECTION I OF - T HE  RATING GUIDE 
Affil iation IntraceEtion Succorance Dominance Ab as ement 
Upi!e r GrouE 
20 18 11 19 9 
20 17 5 24 9 
12 14 18 1 16 
20 21 8 16 11 
15 22 19 15 1� 
11 14 20 9 
14 16 3 25 10 
19 1.3 12 19 7 . i� 19 2 20 . 6 20 1.5 15 11 
Middle GrouE 
12  19 8 16 11 
14 15  18  i� 14 11 18 12 9 
16 18 1.3 21 11 
13 10 9 18  12  
19 i� 18 17 14 17 16  20 15 
18  24 7 21 7 
14 17 15 24 li 14 14 8 13 
20 24 10 24 11 
12 22 12 14 12 16 23 4 21 11 
25 22  
1� 10 17 10 21 16 9 
15 23 1� 12 15 
13 19 23 13 
12 28 11 i� 13 11 12 11 10 
9 16 17 9 20 
Lowe r Group 
8 23 11 20 12 
16 26 3 17 11 
12 25 11 14 18  
18 22 8 12 15 
13 2.3 5 15  13  
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TABLE XVIII ( continued ) 
TEST SCORES 0? ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED . IN THE ''UPPER. GROUP I "  "M IDDLE (}ROUP I ,, A ND  
IN THE ''LOWER GROUP " ON - SECTION I OF -THE RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Change Endurance He tero sexual itz Aggre s s ion 
UEEer Group 
15 19 11 24 10 
11 11 15 17 10 
15 14 15 18 12 
9 i� 20 10 5 23 17 o.  10 
23 10 5 22 18 
12 6 21 6 15 
11 ii i� 12 6 11 21 10 
18 15 7 17 11 
Middle Group 
8 21 23 4 14 
1� 11 9 24 15 
17 8 27 20 
15 16 17 10 16 
18 16 14 13 16 
24 9 17 17  11 
16 9 6 13 17 
16 21 9 6 9 
13 14 18 14 11 
14 16 19 2 7 
25 11 11 1 �� 2 23 15 23 
16 15 14 22 15 
24 17 16 24 3 
i� 21 13 11 9 10 16 15 20 
13 10 11 17 12  
13  1 3  21 6 9 
16 19 14 13 10 
14 11  14 14 10 
Lower GrouE 
14 12 20 0 15 
17 14 24 6 8 
19 14 21 2 5 
21 13 17 12 7 
12 17 16 12 12 
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TABLE XIX 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON SELECTED PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND IN THE , 
"LOWER GROUP" ON SECTION - II OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Wats on-Gl as e r  Mille r  Minn . T .  
Cri t i c al 'fhinkin A • Analo ie s Attitude 
Upper  GrouE 
113 48 73 76 -22 
87 45 65 28 85 
109 38 81 59 104 
96 26 58 32 96 
73  30 52 14 -10 
58 �� 74 27 54 90 67 -28 61 
44 31 60 25 66 
117 36 59 28 53 
103 45 77 30 94 
136 53 83 43 107 
86 25 59 20 3 
69 38 73 21 99 
145 56 84 59 56 
120 46 76 30 86 
108 38 65 28 42 
148 52 91 49 95 
Middl e  GrouE 
118 23 77 33 96 
95 �� 56 19 - 2 105 65 35 81 
53 29 57 23 31 
79 27 56 31 82 128 52 86 43 97 
89 33 65 24 67 
87 25 74 47 94 
82 26 67 23 83 
138 45 70 54 111 
128 47 57 15 87 
Lower GrouE 
. 55 �g 58 19 24 ' 98 65 . 45 - 2 
137 31 61 32 95 
65 23 68 20 93 
118 ftz 75 27 42 106 85 31 109 
64 35 66 33 65 
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TABLE XX 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINI STRATORS ON THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY 
STUDY OF VALUES WHO RATED IN THE. "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE 
GROUP , " AND IN THE '!LOWER. GROUP " ON SECTION _ ! ! . .  
OF. THE RATING GUIDE 
Theore tical Economic Ae s the t i c  So c i al Politi c al Religious 
UEJ:!e r  GrouE 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
40 39 40 36 43 41 
47 51 50 40 32 27 
42 41 29 53 43 32 
38 � 35 29 47 41 55 23 32  45 40 
�g � 26 39 32 43 31 32 44 41 
46 44 27 48 34 41 
39 34 26 48 46 47 
38 �g 26 41 45 40 46 28 2� 39 58 48 43 25 �0 n 42 48 43 35 36 45 45 28 40 39 
45 4.2 31 31 39 40 
36 44 25 37 50 48 
Middle Grou2 
� �� 30 �6 47 � 22 41 4-0 �f 30 • 44  �g 35 41 36 39 
43 36 47 �� 50 33 40 45 30 39 37 
40 42 37 �� 39 43 41 37 33 41 46 
53 31 32 43 32 49 
24 33 54 33 55 41 
40 31 53 47 39 30 
Lower Grou;e 
38 43 27 32 51 49 
40 41 28 32 46 53 
ft� 47 54 25 40 25 35 28 47 28 54 
� 37 36 39 30 54 32  32 47 31 54 
46 49 25 39 44 37 
130 
TABLE XXI 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , '' 
AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP" ON - SECTION II OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Ilil..; Re -
Active Visorous Eul s ive Dominant Stabl e Sociable fle c tive 
UE�e r Grou;e 
14 17 1 8 11 
1% . 18  1 5  16  12  17  i� 6 13 13 12 15 15 6 
8 16 15 16 19 8 ·5 
12 12 12 12 9 11 11 
3 16 8 14 17 11 9 
9 14 9 7 13 12  9 ·  
9 12 ft 18 8 16 11 12 12 15 17 15 8 
6 14 11 14 li 16 9 12 14 4 12 9 10 
6 1 2  12  17 11 15 7 
15 18 12 11 14 15 6 
9 5 5 12 14 14 10 
10 8 14 19 19 19 1� 
5 15 12 8 12 8 
15 6 10 13 9 11 7 
Middle GrouE 
12  14 10 6 12  11 11 
16 11 9 ' 10 12 10 8 
17 13 10 14 8 13 10 
8 9 12 i� 17 18 14 10 15 10 11 16 11 
18 11 11 20 12 17 11 
9 7 10 15 12 18 9 
13 8 9 18  9 16  8 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
13 9 6 0 14 
1� 10 11 14 1 16 19 12 
Lower GrouE 
1 8  9 10 17 14 18 8 
11 16 8 13 13 9 13  
14 18 19 19 19 17 10 
14 15 14 19 15 18 9 
4 8 9 1 19 13  12 
5 16 7 15 16 18 5 
14 12 8 16 10 " 18  5 
TABLE XXII · 
TEST SCORE S OF ADMIN ISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , 11 AND _ 
IN THE " LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION I I  OF· THE RATING GUIDE 
Achievement Defere nce Orde r Exhibition Autonomz 
UpEer Group 
19 17 18 9 12 
12 14 1 11 10 
16 13 6 18 15 
16 12 10 12 13 
9 17 13 8 10 
13 16 13 13 16 
19 13 13 11 13 
24 18 12 16 g 10 18 16 10 
1 13 12 10 1 
25 14 15 15 13 
14 12 13 19 12  
20 10 9 16 11 
16  16  9 21 10 
24 16 10 13 9 
14 16 23 12 11 
20 10 3 16 14 
Middle GrouE 
16 17 10 11 8 
14 17 10 17 7 
14 14 18 21 5 
12 12 12 9 13 
23 . 22 24 16 9 
10 10 10 10 10 
6 17 
1� 8 17 16 15 15 11 
10  i� 13 9 10 i� 10 1 20 20 20 4 12 
Lowe r GrouE 
9 10 11 11 9 
17 16 15 9 18 
16 13 . 6 9 13 
12 20 17 13 6 
18 20 18 9 4 
11 18 19 12 5 
13 13 16 13 1 
TABLE XXII ( cont inue d )  
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TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE ·wHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " ANP 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP" ON_ SECTION II OF THE � RATING GUIDE 
Af'.f'il iation IntraceEt ion Suc corance Dominance Abasement 
UEEer GrouE 
1 2  19 8 16 11 
20 18 11 19 9 
20 i� 5 ii 9 11 12 9 
16 18 13 21 11 
13 10 9 18 12 
12  14 18 7 16 
20 21 8 16 11 
1 5  22 19 15 14 
� 22 3 10 17 . 16 � 25 10  13 19 23 13 
11 12 11 18 10 
19 13  12  19 7 
17 19 2 20 6 
9 16 17 9 20 
18 20 15 15 11  
Middle ·GrouE 
14 15 18 14 14 
i� 18 16  20 15 24 7 21 7 
14 17 15 24 li 14 14 8 M 20 24 10 11 
16 23 4 21 11 
10 21 14 16  9 
15 �� l.4 12 1� 11 20 9 12 11 14 13 
Lower GrouE 
19 14 18 17 14 
8 23 11 20 12 
12  22 12  14 12 
16 26 .3 17 11 
12 25 11 14 18 
18 22 8 12 15 
1 .3 23 5 15 13 
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TABLE XXII ( continue d )  
TEST S CORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWA'RDS PERSONAL PREFE.RENCE 
SCHEDULE -WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER. GROW ,- ·, : " MIDDLE GROUP·. " AND 
_ IN THE "LOWER GR9UP " ON _ SECTION II OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Chanse Endurance He te rosexualitl Aggre s s ion 
UEEe r  GrouE 
8 21 23 4 14 
15 19 11 24 10 
11 11  1.5 . 17 10 
8 17 8 27 20 
i� 
16 17  .10 16 
16 14 
i� 
16 
15 14 15 12 
9 1
� . 20 10 5 
� ·  
1 17 0 10 
l
l 
16  
� 
3 
12 21 15 
13 10 11 ' 17 12 
16 19 14 1 3  10 
11 
�% 
i
f 
. 12 6 
11 . 21 10 
i� 
11 14 14 10 
15 7 17 11 
Middle GrouE 
i� 
11 9 24 15 
9 6 13  17 
16 21 9 6 9 
i�
· 
ii 
18 14 11 
19 2 7 
25 11 11 1 24 
16 15 14 22 15 
i� 
21 13 11 9 
10 16 15 20 
23 10 5 22 18 
13 13 21 6 9 
Lowe r GrouE 
ft 9 17 17 11 12  20 0 15 
2 23 15 23 18 
17 14 24 6 8 
19 14 21 2 5 
21 13 17 12  1 
12 17 16 12 12 
134 
TABLE XXIII 
TEST SCORES OF ADMIN ISTRATORS ON - SELEC TED PSYCHOLOGI CAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP " 
ON SE CTION III OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Coope rative Engl i sh Watson-Glaser Miller Minn . T .  
( Ma ch. ) �Ex:e. ) Cr i t i cal Thinking AE2· Analogie s Attitude 
Uppe r Group 
113 48 13 76 -22 
87 45 65 28 85 
118 23 11 33 96 
109 38 81 59 104 
�� 30 52 14 -10 �� 74 27 54 90 �� 28 61 55 35 19 24 
44 31 60 25 66 
117 36 59 28 53 
95 38 56 19 - 2 
105 40 65 35 81 
53 29 51 23 31 
79 27 56 31 82 
128 52 86 43 97 
137 31 61 32 95 
89 33 65 24 67 
103 45 11  30  94 
87 25 74 47 94 
82 26 67 23 83 
138 45 70 54 111 
136 53 83 43 107 
65 23 68 20 93 
86 25 59 20 3 
69 38 73 21 99 
145 56 84 59 56 
120 46 76  30 86 
108 38 65 28 42 
148 52 91 49 95 
64 35 66 33 65 
Lowe r Group 
96 26 58 32 96 
98 35 65 45 - 2 
118 44 15 27 M 128 47 57 15 
106 42 85 31 109 
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TABLE XXIV 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY 
STUDY OF VALUES WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " 
AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION 
III OF · THE RATING GUIDE 
Theore tical Economic Ae sthe ti c  So cial Pol itical Rel isious 
UpEer GrouE 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
40 39 40 36 43 41 
45 53 30 33 47 32 
47 57 50 40 32 27 
38 � 35 29 . 47 41 55 23 )2 45 . 40 
50 50 26 39 J2 43 
38 43· 27 32 51 49 
48 44 31 32 44 41 
46 44 27 48 34 41 44 49 22 40 41 44 
40 35 30 44 45 46 
35 41 41 36 38 39 
43 36 47 31 50 33 
40 45 30 49 39 37 
49 47 54 25 40 25 
40 42 · 31 39 .39 43 
39 34 26 48 46 47 
41 37 · 33 42 41 46 
53 31 32 43 32 49 
�� 33 54
' 33 55 41 
50 26 41 45 40 
48 35 28 47 28 �% 46 42 28 27 39 
48 43 25 38 � 42 48 43 35 40 36 
45 45 28 40 43 39 
45 42 37 37 39 40 
36 44 25 37 50 48 
46 49 25 39 44 37 
Lower GrouE 
42 41 29 53 43 32 
40 41 28 32 46 � 44 37 36 39 30 
40 31 53 47 39 .30 
38 32 32 47 37 54 
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TABLE XXV 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP" AND IN TEE 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION III  OF. THE RATING GUIDE 
Im- Re -
Ac tive Visoroua Eul• ive Dominant Stable So ciable fle ctive · 
UE;Eer Group 
14 17 7 8 11 
li 18 . 15 16 12 17 14 6 
12 14 10 6 12 11 11 
13 13 12 15 18 15 6 
12 12  12  12  9 11 11 
3. 16 8 14 17 11 9 
9 14 9 7 13 12 9 
18 9 10 17 li 18 8 9 12 14 18 16 11 
12 12 14 15 17 1$ 8 
16 11 9 10 12 10 8 
17 13 10 14 8 13 10 
B 9 12 13 17 18 14 
10 15 10 14 11 16 11 
18 11 11 20 12 17 11 
14 18 19 19 19 i� 10 9 7 10 15 12 9 
6 li 11 ii 14 16 9 13 9 9 16  8 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
13 9 6 0 14 1 10 
12 14 4 12 6 9 10  
14 15 14 19 15 18 9 6 ·  1 2  12 17 11 15 7 
15 18 12 11 14 15 6 
9 � 5 12 14 14 10 10 14 19 19 19 13 
5 15 12 8 ' 12 8 8 
15 6 10 13 9 11 7 
14 12 8 16 10 18 5 
. Lowe r GrouE 
8 16 15 16 19 8 5 
11 16 8 13 13 9 13 
4 8 9 7 19 13 12 
11 14 7 16 19 18  12 
5 16 7 15 16 18 5 
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TABLE XXVI 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION III OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Achievement De .terence Order Exhib i t ion Autonomz 
UPE•r Grou;e 
19 17 18 9 12 
12 14 7 11 10 
16 17 10 11 8 
16 13 6 18 15 
9 17 13 8 10 
13 16 13 13 16 
19 13 13 11 13 
9 10 11 . 11 9 
24 18 12 16 5 
10 18 16 10 8 
14 17 10 17 7 
14 14 18 21 5 
12 12 1 2  9 13 
23 22 24 16 9 
10 10 10 10 10 
16 13 6 9 13 
6 17 5 8 l7 
7 13 12 10 7 
16 t� 1lt. 15 11 10  13 9 10 1 5  · 1o 7 20 
25 14 15 15 13 
12 20 17 13 6 
14 12 13 19 12 
20 10 9 16 11 
16 16 9 21 10 
24 16 10 13 9 
14 16 23 12 11 
20 10 3 16 14 
13 13 16 13 7 
Lower GrouE 
16 12  10  12  13  
17 16 15 9 18  
18  20  18 9 .q. 
14 20 20 4 12 
11 18 19 12 � 
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TABLE XXVI ( continued )  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION III OF THE RATING GUIDE 
At'f 11 iation Intraception Succorance Dominance Ab asement 
UEpe r Group 
12 19 8 16 11 
20 18 11 19 9 
14 15 18 14 14 
20 17 5 24 9 
16  18 13 21 11 
13 10 9 18 12 
12 14 18 7 16 
19 14 18 17 14 
20 21 8 16 11 
15 22 19 15 14 
17 18 16 20 15 
18 24 7 21 7 
14 17 15 24 1i 14 14 8 13 
20 24 10 24 11 
12 22 12 14 12 
16 23 4 21 11 
25 22 3 10 17 
10 21 14 16 9 
15 23 14 12 15 
11 i� 20 9 · a  i� 3 25 10 26 3 17 11 
13 19 8 23 13 
11 12 11 18 10 
19 13 12 19 7 
17 19 2 20 6 
9 16 17 9 20 
18 20 15 15 11 
13 23 5 15 13 
Lowe r GrouE 
11 18 1 2  16 9 
8 23 11 20 12 
12 25 11 14 18 
12 28 11 14 13 
18 22 8 12 15 
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TABLE XXVI ( continue d ) 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP" ON SECTION III OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Change Endurance He te ro sexual itz Aggre s s ion 
Upper  GrouE 
8 21 23 4 14 
15 19 11 24 10 
14 11 9 24 15 
11 11 15 17 10 
15 16 17 10 16 
18 16 14 13 16 15 14 15 18 12 
24 9 17 17 11 
9 15 20 10 5 
23 14 17 0 10 
16 9 6 13 17' 
16 21 9 6 9 
13 14 18 14 11 
14 16 19 2 7 25 11 11 1 �� 2 23 15 23 
16 15 14 22 15 24 17 16 24 3 15 21 13 11 9 
14 10 16 15 20 
23 10 5 22 18 
12 6 · 21 6 15 
17 14 24 6 8 
13 10  11  17  12  
1 6  19 14 13 10 
·11 i� 15 12 6 11 14 21 10 
i� 11 14 14 10 15 ' 1  17 11 
12  17 16 12 12 
Lower GrouE 
· a  17 8 27 20 
14 12 20 0 15 
19 14 21 2 5 
13 13 21 6 9 
21 13 17 12 7 
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TABLE XXV II 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINIS TRATORS ON SELECTED PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE n UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP" 
ON SECTION IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Cooperative English 
( Me eh. ) (ExE• ) 
113 48 
87 45 
118 23 
109 38 
73 30 
� 30 31 
117 36 
98 35 
95 38 
105 40 
1�� 29 52 
137 31 
103 45 
87 25 
82  26 
138 45 
136 53 
118 44 
86 25 
128 47 
69 38 
145 �� 120 
108 38 
148 52 
96 26 
90 41 
55 35 
79 27 
89 33 
65 23 
106 42 
64 35 
Watson-Gla ser Miller 
Crit ical Thinkins AEE• Analosie s 
Uppe r Group 
73 76 
65 28 
77 33 
81 59 
52 14 
74 27 
60 25 
59 28 
65 45 
56 19 
65 35 
57 23 
86 43 
61 32 
77 30 
74 47 
67 23 
70 �� 83 
75 27 
59 20 
57 15 
A� 21 59 
76 30 
65 28 
91 49 
Lowe r Group 
58 32 
67 28 
58 19 
56 31 
65 24 
68 20 
85 37 
66 3.3 
Minn . T. 
Atti tude 
-22 
85 
96 
104 
-10 
54 
66 
53 
- 2 
- 2 
81 
31 
97 
95 
94 
94 
83 
111 
107 
42 
3 
87 
99 
56 
86 
42 
95 
96 
61 
24 
, 82 
67 
93 
109 
65 
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TABLE XXVIII 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY 
STUDY OF VALUES WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP" 
AND IN THE " LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION 
lV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
The ore tical Economic  Ae s the ti c  So c ial Pol i ti cal Re l igious 
Upper GrouE 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
40 39 40 36 43 41 
45 53 30 33 47 32 
47 57 50 40 32 27 
38 50 35 29 47 41 
55 44 23 32 45 40 
48 44 31 32 44 41 
46 44 27 48 34 41 
40 41 28 32 46 53 
44 49 22 40 41 44 
40 35 30 44 45 46 
35 41 41 36 38 39 
40 45 30 49 39 37 
49 47 54 25 40 25 
39 .34 26 48 46 47 
41 37 33 42 41 46 
53 31 32 43 32 49 
�i 3 3  54 33 55 41 50 26 41 45 40 
44 37 36 39 30 54 
46 42 28 27 39 58 
40 31 53 47 39 30 
48 43 25 38 44 42 
48 43 35 40 38 .36 
45 45 28 40 43 39 
45 42 37 37 39 40 
36 44 25 37 50 48 
.Lowe r GrouE 
42 41 29 53 43 32 
50 50 26 39 32 43 
38 43 27 32 51 49 
43 36 47 31 50 33 
40 42 �� 39 39 43 48 35 47 28 -54 
38 32 32 47 31 54 
46 49 25 39 44 31 
TABLE XXIX 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROuP" ON SECTION IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Im- Re -
Active Vigorous Eul s ive Dominant Stable So c iable fle ctive 
UEJ!er GrouE 
14 17 1 8 11 
1% 18 15 16 12 17 14 6 
12 14 10 6 12 11 11 
13 13 12 15 18 15 6 
12 12 12 12 9 11 11 
3 16 8 i� 17 11 9 9 12 14 8 16 11 
12 12 1� 15 17 15 8 
11 16 13 13 9 13  
16  11 9 10 12 10 8 
17 13 10 14 8 13 10 
8 9 12 13 17  18 14 
18  11  11  20 12 17 11 
14 18 19 19 19 17 10 
6 li 11 i� 14 16 9 13 9 9 16 8 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
13 9 6 0 14. 1 10 
12 1l 4 12 6 9 10 4 9 7 19 13 12 
6 12 12 17 11 15 1 
11 i� 1 16 19 18 12 15 12 11 14 15 6 
9 � 5 12 14 14 10 10 14 19 19 19 13 
5 15 12 8 12 8 8 
15 6 10 13  9 11 1 
Lower GrouE 
8 16 15 16 19 8 5 
9 14 9 1 13 12 9 
18 9 10 17 14 18 8 
10 15 10 14 11 16 11 
9 7 10 15 12 18 9 
14 15 14 19 1.5 18 9 
5 16  1 15 16 18 5 
14 12 8 16 10 18 5 
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TABLE XXX 
'!'EST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP" AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
A chie vement De fe rence Orde r Exhi b i t ion Autonomz 
UEEe r  GrouE 
19 17 18 9 12 
12 14 7 11 10 
16 17 10 11 8 
16 13 6 18 15 
9 17 13 8 10 
13 16 13 13 16 
24 18 12 16 5 
10 18 16 10 8 
17 16 15 9 18 
14 17 10 17 7 
14 14 18 21 5 
12 12 12 9 13 
10 10 10 10 10 
16 13 6 9 13 
1 13 12 10 7 
16 15 14 15 11 
10 i� 13 9 10 15 10 7 20 
25 10 15 15 13 
18 20 18 9 4 
14 12 13 19 12 
14 20 20 4 12  
20 10 9 16 11 
16 16 9 21 10 
24 16 10 13 9 
14 16 23 12 11 
20 10 3 16 14 
Lowe r Group 
16 12 10 12 13 
19 13 13 11 13 
9 10 11 11 9 
23 22 24 16 9 
6 17 5 8 17 
12 20 17 13 6 
l1 18 19 12 5 . 
13 13 16  13  1 
144 
TABLE XXX ( continued )  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP " AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Affil iation IntraeeEtion Succorance Dominance Abasement 
Up:eer GrouE 
12  19 8 16 11 
20 18 11 19 
14 14 15 18 14 
20 17 5 24 9 
16 18 13 21 11 
13 10 9 18 12 
20 21 8 16 11 
1.5 22 19 15 14 
8 23 11 20 12 
17 18 16 20 1.5 
18 24 7 21 7 14 17 1.5 24 14 
20 24 10 24 11 
12 22 12 14 12 
2.5 22 3 10 17 
10 21 14 1 6  9 
15 23 14 12  1.5 
11 14 20 9 8 
14 16 3 25 10 
12 25 11 14 18 
13 19 8 23 13 
12 28 11 i� 13 11 12 11 10 19 13 12 19 7 
17 19 2 20 6 9 16 17 9 20 18 20 1.5 1.5 11 
Lower GrouE 
11 18 12 16 9 12 14 18 7 16 
19 14 18 17 li
. 
14 14 8 13 
1 6  23 4 21 11 
16 26 3 17 11 
18 22 8 12 1.5 
13 23 5 1.5 13 
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TABLE XXX ( continue d ) 
TEST S CORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP" AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP '' ON SEC TION IV OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Chanse Endurance He tero sexua1 iti Aggre s s ion 
Up;ee r Grou:e 
8 21 23 � 14 
i� 19 11 24 10 11 9 24 15 
11 11 15 17 10 
15 16 17 10 16 
18 16 14 13 16 
9 �� 20 10 5 23 17 0 10 
14 12 20 0 15 
16 9 6 13 17 
16 21 9 6 9 
13 14 18 14 11 
25 11 11 1 24 
2 23 15 23 18 
24 17 16  24 3 
15 21 13 11 9 
14 10 16 15 20 
23 10 5 22 18 
12 6 21 6 15 
19 14 21 2 5 
13 10 11 17 12 
13 13 21 6 9 
16 19 14 13 10 
11 24 15 12 6 
11 18 14 21 10 
i� 11 14 14 10 15 7 17 11 
Lower Grou:e 
8 17 8 27 20 
15 14 15 18 12 
24 9 17 17 11 
14 16 19 2 7 
16 �� 14 22 15 17 24 6 8 
21 13 17 12 7 
12 17 16 12 12 
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TABLE XXXI 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINIS TRATORS ON SELEC TED PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE '' UPPER GROUP , '' "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND IN THE 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SEC TIQN _ V _ QF THE RATING GUIDE 
Coope rative Engl ish 
(Re eh. ) �hE• ) 
113 48 
1�� 
45 
23 
109 38 
73 30 
90 41 
117 36 
95 38 
53 29 
103 45 
87 25 
82 26 
138 45 
136 53 
86 25 
69 38 
145 56 
120 46 
108 38 
148 52 
44 31 
105 40 
�� 
27 
33 
118 44 
128 47 
64 35 
96 26 
58 30 
55 35 
98 35 
128 52 
137 31 
65 23 
106 42 
Wat s on-Glaser 
Critical Thinkins A�!· 
Uppe r  Group 
73 
65 
77 
81 
52 
67 
59 
56 
57 
77 
74 
67 
70 
83 
59 
73 
84 
76 
65 
91 
Middle GrouE 
60 
65 
56 
65 
75 
57 
66 
Lowe r Group 
58 
�� 
65 
86 
61 
68 
85 
Mill e r  Minn . T .  
Analosie s Atti tude 
76 -22 
28 85 
33 96 
59 104 
�� 
-10 
61 
28 53 
19 - 2 
23 31 
30 94 
47 94 
23 83 
54 111 
43 107 
20 3 
21 99 
59 56 
30 86 
28 42 
49 95 
25 66 
35 81 
31 82 
24 67 
27 
�� 
15 
33 65 
32 96 
27 54 
19 24 
45 - 2 
43 97 
32 95 
20 93 
37 109 
TABLE XXXII 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY 
STUDY OF VALUES WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " ''MIDDLE 
GROUP , " AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION V 
OF THE RATING GUIDE 
147. 
The ore t i c al Economic Ae sthe t ic So c ial Pol itical Rel igious 
p 
UEpe r  Group 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
40 39 40 36 43 4I 
45 53 30 33 47 32 
47 57 50 40 32 27 
38 50 35 29 47 41 
�� 50 26 39 32 43 44 27 48 34 41 
44 49 22 40 41 44 35 41 41 36 38 . 39 
39 34 ' 26 48 46 47 
41 37 33 42 41 46 53 31 32 43 32 49 
�� 33 54 33 55 41 ' 50 26 41 45 40 
46 42 28 27 39 58 
48 43 25 38 44 42 
48 43 35 40 38 36 
45 45 28 40 43 39 
45 42 37 37 39 40 
36 44 25 37 50 48 
Middle GrouE 
48 44 31 32 44 41 
40 35 30 44 45 46 
43 36 47 31 50 33 
40 42 37 39 39 43 
44 37 36 39 30 54 
40 31 53 47 39 30 
46 49 25 39 44 37 
Lower GrouE 
42 41 29 53 43 32 55 44 23 32 45 40 
38 43 27 32 51 49 
40 41 28 32 46 53 
40 45 30 49 39 37 
49 47 54 25 40 25 
48 35 28 47 28 54 
38 32  32 47 37 54 
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TABLE XXXI I I  
TEST SCORES O F  ADMINISTRATORS O N  THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP • "  !'MIDDLE GROUP , " 
AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP '' ON � SEC TION V OF_ THE RATING GU;I:DE 
Ia- Re -
Act ive Visoroua pul s ive Dominant Stable So ciable fle c t ive 
Upper GrOUJ! 
14. 17 1 8 11 
li 18 15 16 12 17 14 6 
12  14 10 6 12 11 11 
13 1.3 12 15 18 15 6 
12 12 12 12 9 11 11 
9 14 9 1 13 12 9 
12 12 14 15 17 15 8 
16 11 9 10 12 10 8 
8 9 12 13 17 18 14 
6 li 11 ii 14 16 9 13 9 9 16 8 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
13 9 6 0 14 1 10 
12 14 4 12 6 9 10 
6 12 12 17 11 15 7 
15 18 12 11 14 15 6 
9 5 5 12 14 14 10 
10 8 14 19 19 19 1� 5 15 12 8 12 8 
15 6 10 1.3 9 11 1 
Middle GrouE 
9 12 14 18 8 16 11 
17 13 10 lit. 8 13 10 
10 15 10 llt. 11 16 11 
9 7 10 15 12 18 9 
4 8 9 7 19 13 1 2  
1 1  14 1 16 19 18 12 
14 12 8 16 10 18 5 
Lower GrouE 
8 16 15 16 19 8 5 
1� 16 8 14 17 11 9 9 10 17 14 18 8 
11 16 8 1 3  13  9 13 
18 11 11 20 12 17 11 
14 18 ' 19 19 19 17 10 
1� 15 14 19 15 18 9 16 1 15 16 18 5 
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TABLE XXXIV 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL P REFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP" ON SECTION V OF - THE RATING GUIDE 
Achievement Deference Orde r Exhib ition Autonomz 
UEEer GrouE 
19 17 18 9 12 
12 14 1 11 10 
16 17 10 11 8 
16 13 6 18 15 
9 17 13 8 10 
19 13 13 11 1� 
10 18 16  10  
14 17 10  17 1 
12 12 12 9 13 
7 13 12 10 1 
16 15 14 15 11 
10 14 13 9 10 
15 18 10 1 20 
i� 14 15 15 13  1 2  13 19 12 
20 10 9 16  11  
16  16 9 21 10 
24 16 io 13 9 
14 16 23  12  11  
20 10 3 16 14 
Middle GrouE 
24 18  12  16 5 
14 14 18 21 5 
23 22 24 16 9 
6 17 5 8 17 
18 20 18 9 4 
14 20 20 4 12  
13 13 16 13 7 
Lower GrouE 
16 12 10 12 13 
13 16 13 13 16 
9 10 11 11 9 
17 16  15 9 18 
10 10 10 10 10 
16 13 · 6  9 13 
12 20 17 13 6 
11 18 19 12 5 
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TABLE XXXIV ( continued ) 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , "  "MIDDLE GROUP , "  AND 
IN THE ''LOWER GROUP "  ON SECTION V OF THE RATING GUIDE -
Affiliation IntraceEtion SuecQranee Dominance Abasement 
UEEer Grou;e 
12 19 8 16 11 
20 18 11 19 9 
14 15 18 14 14 
20 17 5 24 9 
16 18 13 21 11 
12 14 18 1 16 
15 22 19 15 14 
17 18 16 20 15 
14 17 15 24 14 
25 22 3 10 17 
10 21 14 16 9 
15 23 14 12 15 
11 14 20 9 8 
14 16 3 25 10 
13 19 8 23 13 
11 12 11 18 10 
19 13 1 2  19 7 
17 19 2 20 6 
9 16 17 9 20 
18 20 15 15 11 
Middle GrouE 
20 21 8 16 11 
18 24 � 21 7 14 14 13 8 
16 23 4 21 11 
12 25 11 14 18 
12 28 11 14 13 
13 23 5 15 13 
Lower GrouE 
11 18 12 16 9 
13 10 9 18 12 
19 14 18 17 14 
8 23 11 20 12 
20 24 10 24 11 
12  22 12 14 12 
16 26 3 17 11 
18 22 8 12 15 
TABLE XXXIV ( continue d )  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP, '1 AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP" ON SECTION V OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Change Endurance He teroaexua1 iti: Asgre as ion 
UpEe r Group 
8 21 23 4 14 
i� 19 11 24 10 . 11 9 �- 15 
11 11 15 . 17 10 
15 16 I 17 10 16 
15 14 15 18 12 
23 14 17 0 10 
16 9 6 13 17 
13 14 18 14 · 11 
24 17 16 �4 3 
15 21 13 11 9 ' ' 
14 10 16 15 20 
23 10 5 22 18 
12 6 21 6 15 
13 10 11 17 12 
16 19 14 13. 10 
11 24 15 . 12 6 
11 18 14 21 10 
14 11 14 14 , 10 
18 15 7 17 11 
Middle GrouE 
9 15 20 10 5 
16  21 9 6 9 
14 16 19 2 7 
16 15 14 22 15 
19 14 21 2 5 
13 13 21 6 9 
12 17 16 1 2 1 2  
Lower GrouE 
8 17 8 27 20 
18 16 14 13 16 
24 9 17 17 11 
14 12 20 0 15 
25 11 11 1 i� 2 23 15 23 
17 14 24 6 8 
21 13 17 12 7 
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TABLE XXXV 
TEST SC ORES OF ADMINISTRA TORS ON SELECTED PSYCHOLOGI CAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE " UPPER GROUP , " " MIDDLE GROUP , " AND IN THE . 
"LOWER GROUP " ON SEC T ION VI OF . THE  RAT ING GUIDE 
Coope rative Engliah 
�Me ch. ) �ExE. )  
73 30 
90 41 
44 31 
117 36 
128 52 
87 25 
82 26 
136 53 
86 25 
145 56 
120 46 
148 52 
113 48 
87 45 
118 23 
109 38 
96 26 
58 30 
98 35 
95 38 
105 40 
53 29 
89 33 
103 45 
138 45 
69 38 
106 42 
108 38 
55 35 
79 27 
137 31 
65 � 118 
128 47 
64 35 
Vataon-Glaser Mille r 
Criti cal Th�kins AE!• _Analosie s 
Uppe r  Group 
52 �� . 67 
60 25 · 
59 28 
86 43 
74 47 
67 23 
83 43 
59 20 
84 59 
76 30 
91 49 
Middle GrouE 
73 76 
65 28 
77 33 
81 59 
58 32 
74 27 
65 45 
56 19 
65 35 
57 23 
65 24 
77 30 
70 54 
7 3  21 
85 37 
65 28 
Lowe r Group 
58 19 
56 31 
61 32 
68 20 
75 27 
57 15 
66 33 
Minn . T. · 
At t i tude 
-10 
61 
66 
53 
97 
94 
83  
107 
3 
56 
86 
95 
-22 
85 
96 
104 
96 
54 
- 2 
- 2 
81 
31 
67 
94 
111 
99 
109 
42 
24 
82 
95 
93 
M 
65 
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TABLE XXXVI 
TEST SCORES OF ADMIN IS TRATORS ON THE ALLP ORT-VERNON-LINDZEY 
STUDY OF VALUES WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " " MIDDLE 
GROUP , " AND IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION _ VI . _ _  
- OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Theore tical Economi c Ae s the t ic So c ial Pol itical Rel isious 
UEEer GrouE 
38 50 35 29 47 41 
50 
� 
26 39 32 43 
48 31 32 44 41 
46 44 27 48 34 41 
40 45 30 49 39 37 
41 31 33 4.2 41 46 
53 31 32 43 ' 32 49 
38 50 26 41 45 40 
46 42 28 27 39 58 
48 43 35 40 38 36 
45 45 28 40 43 39 
36 44 25 31 50 48 
Middle Group 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
40 39 40 36 43 41 
45 53 30 33 47 32 
47 57 50 40 32 27 
42 41 29 53 43 32 
55 44 
�� 
32 45 40 
40 41 32 46 
� 44 49 22 40 41 
40 35 30 44 45 46 
35 41 41 36 38 39 
40 42 37 
�
� �� 
43 
39 34 26 47 
fi 33 54 �� 55 41 43 25 44 42 
38 32 32 47 31 54 
45 42 37 31 39 40 
Lower Group 
36 43 27 32 51 49 
43 36 47 31 50 33 
49 47 
�� 
25 40 
�� 48 35 47 28 
44 31 36 39 30 54 
40 31 53 47 39 30 
46 49 25 39 44 37 
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'!'ABLE XXXVII 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " ' "MIDDLE GROUP , " 
AND - IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON SECTION VI OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Ia- Re -
Ac t ive Visoroua · Eu1 e 1ve Dominant Stable So c iable rle ct iv.e 
Up:eer · GrouE 
12 12 12 12 9 11 11 
9 14 9 7 . 13 12 9 
9 12 14 18 8 16  11  
12  12  . 14 15 ; 17 15 8 
18 11 11 20 12 17 . 11 
13 8 9 18 9 16  8 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
12 14 4 12 6 9 10 
6 12 12 17 11 15 7 
9 5 J 12 14 14 10 10 8 19 19 19 13 
15 6 10 13 9 11 7 
Middle GrouE 
14 17 7 8 11 
1� 18 15 16 12 17 14 6 
12 14 10 6 12 11 11 
13 13 12 15 18 15 6 
8 16 15 16 19 8 5 
3 16 8 14 17 11 9 
11 16 8 13 13 9 13 
16 11 9 10 12 10 8 
17 13 10 14 8 13  10 
8 9 12 13 17 18 14 
9 . 1  10 15 12 18 9 
6 14 11 14 14 16 9 
13 9 6 0 14 . 7 10 
15 18 12 11 14 15 6 
5 16 1 15 16 18 5 
5 15 12 8 12 8 8 
Lowe r GrouE 
18 9 10 17 14 18 8 
10 15 10 14 11 16 11 
14 18 19 19 19 17 10 
14 15 14 19 15 18 9 
4 8 9 7 19 13 12 
11 14 1 16 19 18 12 
14 12 8 16 10 18 5 
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TABLE XXXVIII 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE ''UPPER GROUP , " nMIDDLE GROUP , " AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP n ON SECTION VI OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Achievement De.ferenee Orde r Exhib ition Autonom.z 
. 
Up;eer Group 
9 17 13 8 10 
19 13 13 11 13 
24 18 12 16 � 10 18 16 10 
10 10 10 10 10 
16 15 14 15 11 
10 14 13 9 10 
25 14 15 15 13 
14 12 13 19 12  
16  16  9 21 10 
24 16 10 13 9 20 10 3 16 14 
Middle Group 
19 17 18 9 12 
12  14 7 11 10 
16 17 10 11 8 
16 13 6 18. 15 
16  12 10 12 13 
13 16 13 13 16 
17 16 15 9 18 
14 17 10 17 7 
14 14 18  21 5 
12 12 12 9 13 
6 17 5 8 17 
7 13 12 10 7 
15 18 10 7 20 
20 10 9 16 11 
11 18 19 12 5 
14 16 23 12 11 
Lower GrouE 
9 10 11 11 9 
23 22 24 16 9 
16 13 6 9 13 
12  20 17 13 6 
18  20 18  9 4 
14 20 20 4 12 
13 13 ·16 13 7 
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TABLE XXXVIII ( continue d )  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON _ SECTION VI OF THE � RATING GUIDE 
A.f:fi1 iation Intr·aceEtion Succorance Dom1nanc·e Abasement 
UpEer GrouE 
16 18 13 21 11 
12 14 18 1 16 
20 21 8 16  11  
15 22 19 15 14 
20 24 10 24 11 
10 21 14 " 16 9 
15 23 14 12 15 
14 16 3 25 10 
13 19 8 23 13 
19 13  12  19 7 
17 19 2 20 6 
18 20 15 15 11 
Middle GrouE 
12 19 8 16 11 
20 18 11 19 9 
14 15 18 14 14 
20 17 5 24 9 
11 1 8  1 2  16 9 
13  10  9 18 12 
8 23 11 20 12 
17 18 16 20 15 
18 24 1 21 7 
14 17 15 24 14 
16 23 4 21 11 
25 22 3 10 17 
11 14 20 9 8 
11 12 11 18 10 
18 22 8 12 15 
9 16 17 9 20 
Lowe r GrouE 
19 14 18 17 1i 14 14 8 13 
12 22 12  14 12 
16 26 3 17 11 
12 25 11 14 18 
12  28  11  14 13  
13 23 5 15 13 
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TABLE XXXVIII ( continued )  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , " "MIDDLE GROUP , " AND _ 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP" ON SECTION VI OF THE RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Change Endurance He tero sexua1 itz Assre s s ion 
UEEer Group 
15 16 17 10 16 
15  14 15 18 12 
9 15 20 10 5 
23 14 17 0 10 
25 11 11 1 24 
15 21 13 11 9 
14 10 16 15 20 
12 6 21 6 15  
13 10 ' 11 17 12 
11 i� 15 12  6 11 14 21 10 
18 15 7 17 11 
Middle Group 
8 21 23 4 14 
15 19 11 24 10 
14 11 9 24 15 
11 11 15 17 10 
8 17 8 27 20 
18 16 14 13 16 
14 12  20 0 15 
16  9 6 13 17 
16 21 9 6 9 
13 14 18 14 11 
16 15 14 22 15 
24 17 16 24 3 
23 10 5 22 18  
16 19 14 13 10 
21 13 17 12 1 
14 11 14 14 10 
Lower Group 
24 9 17 17 11 
14 16 19 2 7 
2 23 15  23 18 
17 14 24 6 8 
19 14 21 2 5 
13 13 21 6 9 
12  17 16 12 12  
TABLE XXXIX 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON SELECTED PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS 
WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP 1 "  "MIDDLE GROUP 1 "  AND IN THE . 
" LOWER GROUP " ON THE TOTAL RATING GUIDE 
Cooperative Engl ish 
( Me ch . ) ( ExE• ) 
113 48 
87 45 
. 109 38 · 
73 30 
90 41 
' 44  31 
117 . 36 
103 45 
82 26 
136 53 
86 25 
145 56" 
120 46 
148 52 
118 23 
96 26 
58 30 
55 35 
95 38 
105 40 
53 29 
79 27 
128 52 
1�� 31 
33 
87 25 
138 45 
128 47 
69 38 
108 38 
98 35 
65 23 
118 44 
106 42 
64 35 
Watson-Glaser Mill,er 
Critical Thinkins AEE· Analosie s 
Upper Group 
73 76 
65 28 
81 ' 59 
52 14 
67 28 
60 25 
59 28 
77 . 30 
67 23 
.83 43 
59 20 
84 59 
7 6 30 
91 49 
Middle GrouE 
.,7 33 
58 32 
�� 27 19 
56 19 
65 35 
57 23 56 31 
86 43 
61 32 
65 24 
74 47 
70 54 
57 15 
73  21 
65 28 
Lower Group 
65 45 
68 20 
75 27 
85 37 
66 33 
Minn . T .  
Attitude 
-22 
85 
104 
-10 
61 
66 
53 
94 
83 
10-7 
3 
56 
86  
95 
96 
96 
5q. 
24 
- 2 
81 
31 82 
97 
95 
67 
94 
111 
87 
99 
42 
- 2 
93 
42 
109 
65 
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TABLE XL 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE ALLPORT-VERNON-LINDZEY STUDY 
OF VALUES WHO RATED· IN THE "UPPER GROUP I " . "MIDDLE GROUP I ,, AND ­
IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON THE TOTAL RATING GUIDE -
The ore t i c al Economic Ae s the tic So e i al Pol i t i c al Rel igious 
UEEe r  Grou:e 
66 43 40 21 39 31 
40 39 40 36 43 41 
47 57 50 40 32 ' 27 
38 50 35 29 47 41 
50 50 26 39 32 43 
48 44 31 32 44 41 
46 3it 27 48 34 41 . 39 26 48 46 47 
53 31 32 43" 32 49 
38 50 26 41 45 40 
46 42 28 27 39 58 
48 43 35 40 38 36 
45 45 28 40 43 39 
36 44 25 37 50 48 
Middle Grou:e 
45 53 30 33 47 . 32 
42 41 29 53 43 32 
55 44 23 32 · 45 40 
38 43 27 32 51 49 
44 49 22 40 41 44 
40 35 30 44 45 46 
35 ' 41 41 36 38 39 
43 36 47 31 50 33 
40 45 30 49 39 37 
49 47 54 25 40 25 
40 42 37 39 :39 43 
41 37 33 42 41 46 
24 33 54 33 55 41 
40 31 53 47 39 30 
ft� 
43 25 38 44 42 
42 37 37 39 40 
Lower GrouE 
40 41 28 32 46 53 
48 35 28 47 28 54 
� 
37 36 39 30 54 
32 32 47 37 54 
46 49 25 39 44 37 
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TABLE XLI 
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE THURSTONE TEMPERAMENT 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , "  "MIDDLE GROUP , "  
AND IN THE ''LOWER GROUP " ON THE TOTAL RATING GUIDE 
Im- Re -
Ac tive Vigorous Eul s ive Dominant Stable So c iable tle c tive 
U;eEer GrouE 
14 17 1 8 11 
1ft 18 1 5 16 12 17 i� 6 13 13 12 15 15 6 
12 12 12 12 9 11 11 
9 14 9 1 13 12 9 
9 12 14 18  8 16  11 
12  12 14 15 17 1 5  8 
6 14 11 14 14 16 9 
15 14 11 17 11 13 11 
12 14 4 12 6 9 10 
6 12 12 17 11 15 1 
9 5 5 12 14 14 10 
10 8 14 19 19 19 13 
15 6 10 13 9 11 1 
Middle Group 
12  14 10 6 12 11 11 
8 le 15 16 19 8 5 
3 16 8 14 17 11 9 
18 9 10 17 14 18 8 
16 11 9 10 12  10  8 
17 13 10 14 8 13 10 
. 8 9 12 13 17 18 14 
10 15 10 14 11 16 11 
18 11 11 20 1 2  17 11 
14 18 19 19 19 17 10 
9 7 10 15 12 18 9 
13 8 9 18 9 16 8 
13  9 6 0 '14 7 10 
11 14 1 16 19 18 12 
15 1 8  12 11 14 15 6 
5 15 • 12 8 12 8 8 
Lower Group 
11 16 8 13 13 9 13 
14 1 5  14 19 15 18 9 
4 8 9 1 19 13 12 
5 16 1 15 16 18 5 
14 12 8 16 10 18 5 
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TABLE XLI I  
TEST SCORES O F  ADMIN IS TRATORS ON T HE  EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE "UPPER GROUP , n " MIDDLE GROUP , " AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON THE TOTAL RATING GUIDE 
A chie vement Defe rence Orde r Exhi b i t ion A.utonomz 
UEEe r  GrouE 
19 17 18 9 12 
12 14 7 11 10 
16  13 6 18 1.5 
9 17 1.3 8 10 
19 13 13 11 13 
24 18 12 16 .5 
10 18 16 10 8 
7 13 12 10 7 
10 14 13  9 10 
2.5 14 1.5 1.5 13 
14 12 13 19 12 
16 16 9 21 10 
24 16 10 13 9 
20 10 3 16 14 
Mi ddle Group 
16 17 10 11 8 
16 12 10 12 13 
13 16 13 13 16 
9 10 11 11 9 
14 17 10 17 7 
14 14 18 21 5 
12 12 12 9 13 
23 22 24 16 9 
10 10 10 10 10 
16 13 6 9 13 
6 17 .5 8 17 
16 1.5 14 15 11 
15 18  10  7 20 
14 20 20 4 12 
20 10 9 16 11 
14 16 23 12 11 
Lowe r GrouE 
17 16 15 . 9 18 
12 20 17 13 6 
18 20 18 - 9  4 
11 18 19 12 .5 
13 13 16 13 7 
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TABLE XLII ( continue d )  
TEST SCORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE " UPPER GROUP , "  "MIDDLE GROUP , "  AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON THE TOTAL RATING GUIDE 
Affil iation Intrace:etion Succorance Dominance Abasement 
Uppe r Grou;e 
12 19 8 16 11 
20 18 11 19 9 
20 17 5 24 9 
16 18 13 21 11 
12 14 18 1 16 
20 21 8 l6 11 
15 22 19 I5 14 
25 "2  3 10 17 
15 23 14 12  1 5  
14 16 3 25 10 
13 19 8 23 13 
19 13 12 19 1 
17 19 2 20 6 
18 20 15 15 11 
Middle GrouE 
14 15 18 14 14 
11 18  12  16  9 
13 10 9 18 12 
19 i� 18 
. 17 14 
17 16 20 15 
18 24 7 21 7 
14 17 15 24 1� 
14 14 8 13 
20 24 10 24 11 
12 22 12 14 12 
16 23 4 21 11 
10 21 14 16 9 
11 14 20 9 8 
12 28 11 14 13 
11 12 11 18 10 
9 16 17 9 20 
Lower GrouE 
8 23 11 20 12 
16 26 3 17 11 
12 25 11 14 18  
18  22  8 12 15 
13 23 5 15 13 
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TABLE XLII { continued )  
TEST S CORES OF ADMINISTRATORS ON THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE 
SCHEDULE WHO RATED IN THE t'UPPER GROUP , "  "MIDDLE GROUP , "  AND 
IN THE "LOWER GROUP " ON THE TOTAL RATING GUIDE 
Nurturance Change Endurance He tero sexual itz Aggre s s ion 
UpEer GrouE 
8 21 23 4 14 
15 19 11 24 10 
11 11 15 17 10 
15 16 17 10 16 
15 14 15 18 12 
9 15 20 10 5 
23 14 17 0 10 
24 17 16 24 3 
14 10 16 15 20 
12 6 21 6 15 
13 10  11  17  12 
11 24 15 12 6 
11 1 8  14 21 10 
18 15 7 17 11 
Middle GrouE 
1� 11 9 24 15 
17 8 27 20 
18 16 14 13 16 
24 9 17 17 11 
16 9 6 13 17 
16 21 9 6 9 
13 14 18 14 11 
14 16  19 2 7 
25 11 11 1 24 
2 23 15 23 18 
16 15 14 22 15. 
15 21 13 11 9 
23 10 · 5 22 18 
13 13 21 6 9 
16 19 14 13 10  
14 11 14 14 10 
Lowe r Group 
14 12  20 0 15 
17 14 24 6 8 
19 14 21 2 5 
21 13  17 12 7 
12 11 16 12 12 
